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TO HER MAJESTY 


Set THE QUEEN. 


4 The finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Taz Lascer, of 
| Angust 8, 1891, 307-8, which embodies the “ Report of Tux Lancet Special Commis- 

gion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis”’—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
| amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 


| PROMOTES APPETITE. ASSISTS DIGESTION. PROLONGS LIFE 
“ JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
ES OHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAB, 
' To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Stores at the following 
E prices per Dozen delivered :— 
Bottles. 4-Bottles. }-Bottles. Bottles. }-Bottles. 
6/- 4/6 3/6 |Country 6/6 5/- 
Awnp or att W. & A. Giteey’s AcenTs THrovenout tHe Krxapom. 
London Offices : 
25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 


SUPPLIED UNDER 
ROYAL WARRANT 








}-Bottles. 
London 3/9 


q Springs: 
| ZOLLHAUS, GERMANY. 


: MIDLAN D|LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND HOTEL. 


(St. Pancras, N.W.) (This Hotel is within Shilling cab fare 
RAILWAY of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, 
HOTELS. 


Temple Bar, and Law Courts, &c. 

Omnibuses to all parts every 
Specialities: 
Comrort. 


minute.) 
Cuisine. 


| LIVERPOOL- ADELPHI HOTEL. 
Very Moperare Cuances. 


BRADFORD - 


(The Hotel de Luxe of the North.) 
MIDLAND HOTEL. 

(Excellent Restaurant.) 
LEEDS - - QUEEN’S HOTEL. 
DERBY - - MIDLAND HOTEL. 


W. TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


M 


SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, £2,831,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


INCOME, £318,000. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE comMENCE this week a series of articles on the new estate 
duty, which we hope will help our readers to master the 
practical working and somewhat intricate provisions of an Act 
which they are likely to have almost constantly under their 
notice for some considerable period, until the practice has 
become settled. We shall be greatly obliged if any of them 
who may have communications from the authorities upon ques- 
tions arising under the Act, shewing the official views enter- 
tained as to its construction or working, or are aware of any 
suggestions as to the mode of framing instruments so as to 
avoid the duty, or relating to the construction of the Act, will 
kindly send us a note of such communications or suggestions. 





Ir 1s uNpERSTOOD that only three of the judges of the Chan- 
cery Division will sit on Saturday, the last day of the sittings. 


Court or Arrgat No, 2 will, before rising for the Long Vaca- 
tion, have practically disposed of all the Chancery appeals ready 
for hearing. There will be a few of such appeals which have 
been set down, but are waiting for production of the order 
appealed from. 


Mr. Justice Romer has not bevu sitiug this week, and has 
been taking some slight recreation in preparation for the 
arduous work of the ensuing Long Vacation, which work begins 
on Monday, the 13th inst., generally, and on Wednesday, the 
15th, in court. 





In consequence of the numerous changes which have of 
necessity been made in the lists of the actions which are to be 
transferred to Mr. Justice Romer, the completion of the order 
of transfer has been postponed for some days beyond the time 
originally fixed ; but it is intended that the transfer shall take 

lace at an early date, so that the transferred actions will appear 
in the printed list for the Michaelmas Sittings. 


At THE TIME when Lord Justice Davey was announced to be 
appointed a Lord of ey there were four ra which had 
been heard before the Lord Chancellor, Lord Justice Liyptey, 
and Lord Justice Davey, on which the judgment of the court 
had been reserved. It being thought unadvisable to release 


| Lord Justice Davey until these cases were disposed of, three of 


them were put in the daily paper of Wednesday last, and the 
fourth on Friday, the 10th inst. 


Tue arrotntment of Lord Justice Davey as a Lord of Appeal, 
in succession to Lord Russrxt, will supply the element which 
has for some time been lacking in the ultimate Court of Appeal, 
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and is, indeed, by universal acknowledgment, the fittest that | sidered that there was no more obligation upon the four vendors _ 
could have been made. If it cannot be said that the new Lord | to employ:the solicitor of the twenty-one there was upon — 
of A has quite fulfilled the expectations which were enter- | the twenty-one to wry the solicitor of the four. It — be © 
e same 


tained when he was placed on the bench, a good deal may be 
hoped for from his assistance in the class of cases which come 
on for the deliberate consideration of the House of Lords. No 
“announcement has yet been made of his successor in the Court 
of A but, although we know nothing as to the contem- 
Pp appointment, there is some reason for supposing that the 
pre-eminent qualifications for the Court of Appeal of the senior 
Judge of the Chancery Division may at last receive recogni- 
tion. The appointment of Mr. Justice Currry—if, indeed, it is 
not _— too good to be expected—would be everywhere wel- 
comed. 





Some uncerTamty has prevailed as to how the appoint- 
ments of additional revising barristers are to be made in the 
resent year. Since the passing of the County Electors Act, 
1888, the making of these appointments has been regulated by 
that Act and the Revising Sesvletens Act, 1884, the procedure 
being that, upon the Secretary of State having become aware at 
any time after the Ist of September that additional revising 
barristers would be wanted, it was his duty to notify the fact to 
the judge in chambers (viz., the Long Vacation judge), who 
was then. to make the appointments. But the commencement 
of the revision in the present year having been fixed for the 3rd 
of September, a difficulty arose. It became impossible for the 
appointments to be made in time if permission to make them 
could only be ee at some date after the Ist of September. 
This difficulty been removed by means of a clause inserted 
by the House of Lords into the Registration Acceleration Act 
(which received the Royal assent last week), and providing that 
such appointments of additional revising barristers as may be 
necessary may be made at any time after the passing of that 
Act. As this provision left the expression “the judge in 
chambers” undefined, the clause goes on to enact that the 
nega shall in the present year be made by the circuit 
* judges, and in London by the Lord Chief Justice—the same 
trons, that is to say, who appoint the ordinary revisin 
isters. The work will be peculiarly difficult this year, an 
a larger number of “ additionals ” than usual will be required 
owing to the registration for the first time of ‘parochial 
electors’ under the Local Government Act, 1894, e under- 
stand that a large number of applications have been made. 





On Wepnespay the Court of Appeal had to consider, in Smith 

v. Lancaster, the question whether, when settled land is sold b 
a number of persons, who, under section 2 (6) of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, together constitute, or are entitled to exercise 
the powers of, the tenant for life under the Act, each of those 
persons is entitled, at the cost of the capital, to employ a sepa- 
rate solicitor to act for him in the matter of the sale, or whether 
the whole number are bound to employ the same solicitor. In 
the recent case there were twenty-five persons who together 
were entitled to exercise the power of sale conferred by the Act 
on a tenant for life. They all together employed one solicitor 
to conduct the sale for them, but four of the twenty-five em- 
ployed separate solicitors to peruse on their behalf the convey- 
ances to the purchasers, and to complete the transaction. The 
othertwenty-one vendors employed for these purposes the solicitor 
who had conducted the sale. Under these circumstances Mr. 
Justice Kzxewicu held (ante, p. 549) that the four persons who 
had employed separate solicitors were not entitled to have the 
costs thus incurred by them paid out of the proceeds of sale. 
He said that he saw no reason why some few of a large body of 
tenants in common for life should indulge in the luxury of sepa- 
rate solicitors at the cost of the corpus. The settlement of con- 
veyances to purchasers might reasonably and safely be left to 
the solicitor acting for the main body. We discussed this decision 
ante, p. 543, and suggested that it was rather to be ascribed to the 
-doctrine laid down by the same learned judge in Catton v. Banks 
41 W. R. 429). The Court of Appeal bord } Herscue.t, C., and 
LEY and Davey, L.JJ.) dissented from this view, and held 

te solicitors ought to be 


that the costs incurred to the separa 


Y | which 


the vendors should employ 
solicitor. But the Act gave no power to a majority to bind 
the minority in such a matter. And section 53, which placed 
the tenant for life in exercising the power of sale in the position 
of a trustee, and required him to have — to the interests of 
the other persons interested in the estate, really no applica- 
tion, though it had been relied uponin argument. His lordship 
was of opinion that each vendor was entitled to have the con- 
veyance to the purchaser perused on his behalf by a solicitor in 
whom he had confidence, and was not bound to rely upon 
another vendor’s solicitor. This decision appears to us to be in 
conformity with good sense and ordinary practice. 


Tux Covnot of the Institute of Chartered Accountants have 
just issued a valuable statement as to official administration in 
companies’ liquidation. They commence by relating the stran 
history of the Inter-Departmental Committee appointed by the 
Board of Trade, at the suggestion of the Treasury, to inquire as 
to the limits of action of the board as regards the liquidation of 
companies. The Treasury suggested that the question of official 
administration in companies’ winding up should be investigated 
‘in all its bearings” by a committee which was to “‘ advise as 
to the limits within which the action of the department should 
be restricted.” The Board of Trade withheld the power of 
general investigation from the committee, and appointed it to 
consider ‘the limits (if any)” within which the action of the 
Board was to be restricted. All the members of the committee 
except one (an ex-President of the Board of Trade) were 
Government officials. They examined ten witnesses. One was 
the winding-up judge, two were solicitors, and one was an 
accountant. the other six were, or had been, officials. The 
evidence of the non-official witnesses was practically disregarded 
by the committee; they reported (clause 6) that “in the main 
their objections to the present system are objections to the 
policy of the Act itself, a matter which we conceive is beyond 
the scope of our reference. As regards the administration of 
the Act, we do not think that they have established any ground 
of complaint, and the action of the Board of Trade has been 
shewn to be in harmony with the Act.” It would, indeed, 
have been strange if a committee composed almost exclusively 
of present or past officials had reported against officialism. 
The council next discuss the report of this highly impartial com- 
mittee. As to provisional liquidators, the committee seem to be 
in favour of these officials having all the powers of a liquidator, 
owers would enable them to realize the bulk of the 
assets before the creditors and contributories have held their 
first meetings. The authority for the nore of the provisional 
liquidator to do so is the decision of Mr. Justice Currry in Re 
English Bank of the River Plate (40 W. R. 325; 1892, 1 Ch. 391) 
that the official liquidator, when acting ms eg: J as liqui- 
dator, has power to settle the list of contributories. 1t seems to 
follow that if the provisional liquidator may do this, he may 
exercise any powers which by the Act and rules are conferred on 
a liquidator. The council strongly impeach this decision, and 
announce that it is intended at the earliest opportunity to brin 
the question before the Court of Appeal. The council conten 
that the evidence given before the committee shewed that on the 
stren of this decision “the official receiver, as provisional 
liquidator, has yielded to the temptation of realizing, even 
before the first meetings have been called, to an extent far 
‘beyond properly intervening to prevent fraud or waste in deal- 
ing with the property of a company in liquidation.’ ” 


very reasonable that 











Avnoruer portion of the report to which the council drew 
special attention is the delay in holding the first ome 3 As 
to this Mr. Wuunney presented to the committee a detailed 
analysis of the delays which had taken place, and the 
= id that, ‘ei ot his proof — of the fact of re 
elays having happened in practically every case—a y 
which is of the greatest: bnaien in enabling the official 





paid out of the proceeds of sale. The Lord Chancellor con- 


receiver to realize early, and on the strength of this having 
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been done, to ask that he may be continued. as liquidator—the 
committee say that ‘it has been suggested’ that the first meet- 
ings have been unduly delayed! And after finding as a fact 
that they are never held within the sfatutory period of twenty- 
one days from the date of the winding-up order, but on an 
average from two to three months from that date, they absolve 
the official receiver from blame, and assign as the cause of 
delay ‘the practical impossibility of obtaining any sooner the 
statutory statement of affairs.’” Here again we have evidence 
of the strict impartiality to be expected from a departmental 
(whitewashing) committee. The net result of the report of the 
committee was to shelve the question of any restrictions being 
placed on the action of the official receivers, and to enable the 
appointment of more official receivers and assistant official 
receivers, with an increase on their salaries. What the Council 
of the Institute of Chartered Accountants ask for, and beyond 
all question are justified in asking for, is a Royal Commission, 
representative of all the interests concerned. The history of 
the Departmental Committee is but one of the discreditable 
incidents which have recently occurred in connection with the 
Board of Trade. 


Tne case of Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox. 167) is one around 
which judicial observations have accumulated thick during 
the century or more that has passed since the decision, and 
yet, as Cuitry, J., observed in Re Isaacs, Isaacs v. Reginall 
(ante, p. 662), it has endured the test of time, and still stands as 
alandmark. The result of this leading case, as applied in the 
later cases, is that, where there is a contract giving a lessee the 
option of purchasing property leased, and the option is exercised 
after the lessor’s death, the property is converted into personalty 
from the time of the exercise of the option for the purpose of 
devolution, subject, of course, to there being no contrary inten- 
tion manifested in his will. This result is well illustrated by 
the case of Zownley v. Bedwell (14 Ves. 691), where the question 
arose who was entitled to intermediate rents; and Lord Expon, 
who had argued Lawes v. Bennett, followed it, saying: ‘‘ That 
case was very much argued, and I do not mean to say that a 
great deal may not be urged against it; but where there is a 
decision precisely in point, it is better to follow it” (14 Ves., at 
p- 596); and he held accordingly that the rents there went to 
the heir. ‘‘The grant of the option,” said Currry, J., explain- 
ing Zownley v. Bedwell, ‘‘ effected a conversion, by virtue of the 
contract, of the testator’s real estate into personal estate as 
between his real representative and bis personal representative, 
but operating for all purposes only from the time when the option 
itself was exercised.” Lawes v. Bennett seems to carry the doctrine 
of conversion by contract to a point where it comes near to con- 
flicting with the general rule that conversion arises only when 
a sale is imperatively directed, as was argued in Weeding v. 
Weeding (9 W. R. 131, 1 Johns. & H. 424, at p. 429). Effect, 
however, was thus given to the intention, as evidenced affirma- 
tively by the agreement to grant the option, and negatively by 
the absence of any contrary expression on the faco of a testator’s 
will, that it should be left to the election of the donee of the 
option whether the property was to devolve as real or personal 
estate (Weeding v. Weeding, suprd, 1 Johns. & H., at p. 430). 
In Rs Jsaacs there was, apparently for the first time in these 
cases, an intcstacy, and the option only arose after the lessor’s 
death. It was said that Lawes v. Dennett had never been 
applicd, and ought not to be extended, to a case of in- 
testacy, and the arguments ab inconvenienti against that 
decision were also pressed, as they had been pressed before 
—¢g., in Weeding vy. Weeding. His lordship pointed out in 
the argument that many titles must rest on Lawes v. Bennett, 
and lent no countenance in his judgment to the distinctions 
contend. fur on the grounds of the intestacy and the post- 
ponement of the option until after the death of the lessor. 
“Notwithstandiog any subsequent case,” said his lordship, ‘the 
doctrine xppears to me to apply without any possible limitation 
or qualification to the case of an intestacy”; and later, “I 
cannot seo that I shall be extending Lawes v. Bennett if I say 
that it applies to a case where the option only arises after the 
grautor’s death ; that seems to me to be an immaterial circum- 
stance, aid in my opinion I should be declining to follow that 
case if I adopted the argument. In Lawes v. Bennett the option 





was exercisable as well before as after the death. It was, in 
fact, exercised after the death.” Curry, J., accordingly held 
that the money payable on the exercise of this option to pur- 
chase in Re Isaacs was personal estate of the intestate, and 
passed to his personal representative. 





Tue pecision of the Court of ys in The Republic of Chil 
v. Zhe London and River Plate Bank illustrates an important prin- 
ciple of public law. The plaintiffs are the successors of the 
Government of President Batmacepa, and sought to recover 
from the bank 338 bars of silver which that Government had 
deposited with the bank as security for a loan of £130,000, 
The arrangement for the loan was made in July, 1891, with the 
manager of the bank at Monte Video, through the Chilian agent, 
Senor Vipat; but the advance was not actually made till the 
29th of August. On the previous day Batmacep’s army had 
been defeated by the insurrectionary party, and his Government 
had ceased to be the de facto Government of Chili. There were 
thus two points in the case—whether Batmacepa’s Government 
had power to make a pledge of the silver which would bind the 
succeeding Government; and whether, if it had such power as 
long asit was the de facto Government, Senor Vipav’sauthority was 
put an end to by the events of the 28th of August. Stated thus 
baldly, the first point, though it may represent the legal case of the 
plaintiffs, does not represent its moral strength. The silver was 
originally devoted by law to be a reserve to support an issue of 
papercurrency. Batmacepa’s Government, fortheirown pur . 
procured the repeal of the law, and so obtained the control of 
the silver. The iasurrectionary party—that is, the present 
Government of Chili—protested at the time to the bank that 
the proceedings were illegal, and that no advance on the silver 
ought to be made. But into such questions the courts of this 
country cannot go. It issufficient that Batmacepa’s Government 
was the de facto Government, and all its dealings with Government 
ayy pd are binding on its successor. This was put very clearly 

y James, V.C., in the United States v. McRae (L. R. 7 Eq. 69), 
where the United States Government sought to make an agent of 
the Confederate Government account for his dealings in respect 
of the Confederate loan which he had been employed to raise in 
this country. It was held that they succeeded only to the 
rights of the Confederate Government, and that, if an account 
was taken at all, it must be on the same footing as between the 
Confederate Government and its agent. The Vice-Chancellor 
laid it down as clear public law that any Government which de 
Sacto succeeds to any other Government, whether by revolution 
or restoration, conquest or reconquest, succeeds to all the public 
property. This right, however, is not paramount, but derived 
‘‘through the suppressed and displaced authority, and can only 
be enforced in the same way, aud to the same extent, and 
subject to the same correlative obligations and rights as if that 
authority had not been suppressed and displaced, and was itself 
seeking to enforce it.” On this principle the present Govern- 
ment of Chili are wage ba age by dealings with public property 
entered into by the authority of Batmacepa’s Government, and 
the matter is reduced to the second point, whether Senor Vipat’s 
authority lasted after the 28th of August. But it has been laid 
down by the Court of Appeal in Drew v. Nunn (27 W. R, 810, 4 
Q. B. D. 661) that the ps. aaarton of an agent may last after revoca- 
tion until a third party with whom he deals has notice of the 
revocation, and since, on the 29th of August, the bank manager 
had not had notice of Batmacepa’s downfall, the bank were 
protected. 





Tux Court or Aprgat have re-enuuciated in Anderson v. Gorrie 
the principle that no action will lie against a judge for acts 
done by him as a judge, and while exercising his lawful juris- 
diction, even though done maliciously and in abuse of his 
judicial office, The public interest requires this absolute 
immunity, and Lord Justice Kay gave it as his opinion that, if 
the immunity did not exist, judges would be exposed to continual 
attack at the hands of disappointed suitors. In Thomas v. Churton 
(2 B. & 8. 475) it was held that a coroner, holding an inquest on 
a dead body, was not liable to an action for words falsely and 
maliciously spoken by him in addressing the jury; and in Fray 
v. Blackburn (3 B. & 8, 576), where the allegation of malice 
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had been omitted in the declaration, the court refused leave to 
amend, on the ground that the amendment would not advance the | 
plaintiff's case. ‘‘ It isa principle of our law,” said Crompton, J., 
“that no action will lie against a judge of one of the superior | 
courts for a judicial act, though it be alleged to have | 
been done maliciously and corruptly; therefure the proposed | 
allegation would not make the declaration good.” And, as | 
already stated, the principle applies to all persons holding 
judicial office, so long as they are acting within their jurisdic- 
tion. In Thomas vy. Churton Cocxnurn, C.J., intimated a doubt 
whether want of reasonable and probable cause for the utter- | 
ance of slanderous words might not be a ground for allowing | 
the action; and in Scott v. Stansfield (L. R. 3 Ex. 220), where | 
the declaration alleged both malice and want of reasonable and | 
probable cause, reliance was placed upon this expression of | 
opinion. But the doubt is unfounded, and the court laid down 
generally the principle that no action will lie against a judge 
for any acts done or words spoken in his judicial capacity in a 
court of justice. ‘This provision of the law,” said Ketty, 
C.B., “is not for the protection or benefit of a malicious cr 
corrupt judge, but for the benefit of the public, whose interest it 
is that the judges should be at liberty to exercise their functions 
with independence and without fear of consequences.” 





Tue question of the issue of shares at a discount has arisen 
in a new form before Krexewicnu, J., in Re The Railway Time 
Tables Publishing Co. (Limited), The company was incorporated 
in January, 1886, with a nominal capital of £30,000, in 6,000 
£5 shares. In May, 1586, the capital was, by special resolu- 
tion, increased to £40,000, and of the new shares, which were 
also £5 shares, some were issued at a discount. The articles of 
association contained a clause specially preserving the rights of | 
the hoiders of shares issued upon special conditions in the event | 
of a winding up, and in the event of the capital not being suffi- 
cient to repay all the shareholders in full. As against creditors 
it was, of course, admitted that the issue of shares at a discount 
could not be supported (Ze Almada and Tirito Co., 38 Ch. D. 
415; Ooregum Gold Mining Co. v. Roper, 1892, A. C. 125), but the 
obligations of the company had been fully satisfied, and it 
remained, therefore, to determine whether the holders of the 
discount shares were liable to pay the balance of the nominal 
value for the benefit of the general shareholders. The question 
is, in what sense the issue of shares at a discount is to be 
deemed to be unlawful. Is it forbidden for all purposes? Or 
is it forbidden only in the sense that the rights of creditors of 
the company shall not be prejudiced by it? Apart from some 
passages in the judgment of Lord Herscuet. in Ooregun Gold 
Mining Co. v. Roper, it would probably be safe to assume that it 
is forbidden for all purposes, and this Kexrwicu, J., has done. 
But Lord Herscne1 seems to have had difficulty in seeing why, 
so far as the shareholders are concerned, the company should 
not be at liberty to make any contract with them for payments 
in respect of their shares which may be mutually agreed upon. 
At the same time, his opinion was prefaced by words which 
keep the question still at large: ‘‘ Except when the Legislature 
has expressly or by implication forbidden any act to be done by 
a@ company, their rights must be governed by the ordinary 
principles of law, and they are free to make, as between them 
and their shareholders, such contracts as they please.’’ Has the 
Legislature, then, absolutely forbidden tho issue of shares at a 
discount? Mr. Justice Kekewicn holds that it has, but Lord 
HERscHELL’s judgment seems to intimate that he did not think 
the case would necessarily fall within his qualifying words. This 
difference of opiuion promises an interesting discussion of the 
matter in the future. 


Mr. Justice Day is reported to be rapidly recovering. His severe cold 
has almost passed away. 

The Times says that at the first meeting on Tuesday of the Select Com- 
“mittee on Trusts Administration the Solizitor-Gencral was elected chair- 
man, and it was decided to adjourn until next session, full information 
being in the meantime obtained as to the practice in British colonies and 
foreign countries, particularly in regard fo the functions of a public 











THE NEW ESTATE DUTY. 
I.—THE OLD DEATH DUTIES. 


WE purpose in this and some following articles to discuss the 
provisions of the first part of the Finance Act, 1894. Our 
readers will understand that the perusal of these articles will 
not give them a complete knowledge of the Act; it will only 
serve as an introduction to the study of it. We can hardly 
overstate the importance of acqui:isg a thorough knowledge of 
the Act, as it will, we fear, be found that, in many cases, the 
incidence of the new death duties will render it necessary to 
revise existing wills, and possibly to pay off sums covenanted to 
be paid to the trustees of a settleucut made on the marriage of 
a child. Other minor matters which may require attention will 
be mentioned in the articles. 

The Act makes great changes in the law, and in order to 
understand it one must have a general knowledge of the law as 
to death duties as it existed immediately before the Act came 
into operation. We may perhaps add that, although the Act 
presents some difficulties, they are not greater than might 
reasonably be expected to be found in an Act dealing witha 
very difficult subject, and that a great part of the newspaper 
criticisms on the drafting of the Act appear to us to be ill 
founded. It is hardly to be expected that an Act which was 
very largely amended during its passage through the House of 
Commons should be in all respects consistent, but after an 
attentive perusal of the Act we are able to say that on the 
whole it is clearly worded. Some of the provisions which 
appear to be obscure are provisions which have been in force 
with respect to the old death duties for many years, and have 
been found to work smoothly in practice. The difficulties that 
the reader will find in the Act arise in great part from the 
intricacy of the subject. 

Orv Dearn Duries.—The death duties which existed at the 
time of the commencement of the Act were probate duty, legacy 
duty, succession duty, additional succession duty, account duty, 
and estate duty. In order to avoid confounding the old estate 
duty with the estate duty imposed by the Finance Act we shall 
call the former ‘‘ Goschen’s Estate Duty.” 

Prosate Dury.—The probate duty is an ad valorem stamp 
duty payable on the grant of probate or administration in 
respect of property of the nature following belonging to the 
deceased at the time of his death, or over which he exercised by 
his will a general power of appointment: that is to say (1) 
personal property, including real estate equitably converted into 
money during the deceased’s lifetime, situated or transferable in 
this country ; (2) property on the high seas at the time of his 
death if first reduced into possession by his representatives in 
this country ; together in each case with the income thereon up 
to the date of the grant. The stamp was formerly affixed to the 
grant itself, but now it is affixed on the affidavit of value 
delivered by the person applying for the grant. 

It will be observed that the question whether the property is 
liable to probate duty depends on its situation at the time of 
the death of the deceased, not on his domicil. 

In estimating the value of property for probate duty the 
following deductions were allowed:—Reasonable funeral ex- 
penses, debts due by the deceased to persons resident in this 
country and payable by law out of the property comprised in 
the probate. But voluntary debts payable on the death of the 
deceased, or payable under any instrument not bond fide deli- 
vered to the donee three months before the death of the 
deceased, debts in respect whereof real estate was primarily 
liable, and debts in respect of which reimbursement was capable 
of being claimed from any other person or from the real estate 
of the deceased were not allowed to be deducted. 

Where the value of the personal estate of a person dying 
after May, 1881, without any deduction for funeral expenses or 
debts, does not exceed £300, but exceeds £100, the duty is a 
fixed sum of 30s., which is to be in full satisfaction of legacy or 
succession duty on the estate: Customs and Inland Revenue 
Act, 1881 (44 Viet. ¢. 12), ss. 33, 36. 

Lecacy Dury.—Legacy duty is an ad valorem stamp duty 
imposed on gifts by will and on the residue or shares of residue 
under an intestacy of movable property—i.c., on personal pro- 
perty, except chattels real, wherever situate, of a person dying 
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domiciled within the United Kingdom. It will be observed 
‘that the question whether property is liable to legacy duty 
does not depend upon its situation; it depends solely on the 
domicil of the deceased. 

Formerly legacy duty was payable in respect of leaseholds for 
years situated in this country and on real property (apparently 
wherever situated) if the latter was, at the time of the death of 
the deceased, converted in equity into money, or was directed by 
his will to be sold; but no duty is payable in respect of pro- 

rty of this nature on the death of a person dying after the 
ist of July, 1888: Customs and Inland Devens Act, 1888 (51 
Vict. c. 8), 8. 21. The duty is ad valorem, its rate depends on 
the degree of relationship between the beneficiary and the 
deceased; but where the husband or wife of the bene- 
ficiary is of nearer relationship to the deceased than the 
beneficiary, the duty is charged at the rate at which the 
husband or wife would have been charged. The husband 
or wife is exempt. It will be convenient for our purpose 
to remember that where the beneficiary is the father or mother 
or the issue of the deceased the duty is charged at the rate 
of one per cent.; but no duty at one per cent. is payable in 
respect of property on which the existing probate duty has been 

id. 

The duty is payable at the time when the legacy is paid, 
accounted for, or retained, on the amount of the legacy, together 
with intermediate income. 

Where legacies are enjoyed by persons in succession the duty 
is charged as follows—namely, if all those persons are liable to 
duty at the same rate, the duty is payable at once on the 
capital, but if they are liable to duty at different rates, those 
who take for life only are charged as if they had taken an 
annuity equal in amount to the annual value of the legacy, and 
the remainderman, on becoming absolutely entitled, is liable to 
duty as if he had taken immediately on the death of the tes- 
tator. 


Succession Duty.—Succession duty is an ad valorem duty pay- 
able on the death of any person in respect of property of either 
of the natures following: —(1) Immovable property—i.c., 
real estate and chattels real situated in this country ; (2) legacies 
charged on, and the proceeds of sale of, immovable property 
wherever situated, of a person dying domiciled in this country ; 
(3) movable property settled by a British settlement where the 
trustees, or any of them, are domiciled in this country, not- 
withstanding that the property is, in fact, abroad, or that the 
cestugs que trust are domiciled abroad. 

It will be observed that the question whether the property is 
liable to duty depends in some cases on the domicil of the 
deceased, and in other cases on the domicil of the trustees in 
whom it is vested, and lastly, in some cases, on the place where 
the property is situated. 

The rate at which the duty is calculated depends on the rela- 
tionship between the predecessor (7.¢., the settlor if the property 
is settled, and the deceased owner if it is not settled) and the 
successor (7 ¢., the person on whom the beneficial interest in the 
property devolves on the death of the deceased). Where the 

usband or wife of the successor is of nearer relationship to the 
predecessor than the successor, the duty is charged at the rate 
at which the husband or wife would have been charged. The 
husband or wife of the predecessor is exempt. 

The duty is paid in money, in the case of movable property, 
on the retainer for, or the receipt by, the successor; in the case 
of immovable property by instalments. The value of the im- 
movable property is calculated for the pe of the duty as the 
capitalized value of an annuity equal to the net annual value of 
orey for the life of the successor. 

e duty is a first charge on the interest of the successor, not 
on the property itself. It will be observed that this charge, 
though a statutory charge, is not dangerous to purchasers. If 
the interest of the successor is legal, the fact of the devolution 


is where immovable - y devolves on death, a caso where 
the title will necessarily be investigated. Where movable pro- 
perty is settled, or where an equitable interest in immovable 
property is settled, and the property itself is sold by the trustees, 
at a time when duty has attached, to a purchaser without notice 
of tho trust, the latter will be safe, for as the ner A attaches onl: 
on the interest of the successor, a mere equitable interest, an 
as the purchaser takes free from that interest, he also takes 
free from the ne of duty. The reader will bear in mind 
that by “immovable” property we mean real property and 
chattels real, and that by movable property we mean personal 
property other than chattels real. 


TuHE apprTionaL Succession Duty.—This duty is an additional 
succession duty at the rate of one-half per cent. for lineals and 
one and a haif er cent. for other persons imposed in the case 
of successions after June, 1888 by 50 & 51 Vict. c. 8, s, 21. 
This duty does not apply to leaseholds or to property on which 
account duty has been paid. 


Account Dury.—Account duty is an ad valorem stamp duty, 
imposed by 44 Vict. c. 12, s. 38, on the death of a person dying 
after May, 1881, on certain gifts of ——- estate made by him. 
The provisions of this Act were altered by 52 Vict. c. 7, s. 11, 
and as altered they apply to gifts of personal estate, including 
et pag of realty held on trust for sale (Attorney-General vy. 
Dodd, 1894, 2 Q. B. 150) made by a person dying after May, 
1881—namely, to (1) donationes mortis causa, (2) immediate gifts 
inter vivos made within twelve months of the death of the donor, 
(3) gifts whenever made where an interest of any nature is 
reserved by contract or otherwise to the donor, (4) money 
received under a policy of assurance on the life of any person 
who keeps up the policy for the benefit of a donee, and 
(5) property comprised in a settlement inter vivos in favour of 
volunteers where a life interest or power of revocation is reserved 
for the settlor. The duty is not payable in respect of gifts con- 
tained in a marriage settlement in favour of persons within the 
marriage consideration ; but it is payable in respect of any 
interest under the settlement taken by volunteers. The duty is 
payable on the value of the property at the time of the assess- 
> including all intermediate income accruing after the 

eath. 


Goscnen’s Estare Dury.—Goschen’s estate duty was imposed 
by 52 Vict. c. 7 on the death of a person where (1) his property 
liable to probate duty exceeds £10,000 in value, (2) property 
liable to account duty exceeds £10,000 in value, (3) property in 
a succession exceeds £10,000 in value, and (4) personal property 
taken by the same person under the will of, and real property . 
taken under the will or intestacy of, the same person, or viee 
versd, exceeds £10,000 in value. There are certain exemptions 
which it is not necessary to refer to. 

The duty is ad valorem at the rate of one per cent., and is not 
to be imposed in case of death after the Ist of June, 1896, 





- 
THE DOCTRINE OF Z/S PENDENS AND PERSONAL 
ESTATE, 


Tue Court of Appeal (Lord Herscuett, O., and Livpizy and 
Davey, L.JJ.) have reversed the judgment of Onrrry, J., in 
Wigram v. Buckley (ante, p. 438), and have decided that the 
doctrine of lis pendens does not apply to personal estate other 
than chattels real. The decision is based me upon the 
assumed original restriction of the doctrine to estate, and 
partly on considerations of convenience; but it appears to be a 
departure from the general doctrine of lis pendens, and is contrary 
to the opinion distinctly expressed by Lord Romrry, M.R., in 
Berry v. Gibbons (21 W. R. 754, L. R. 8 Oh., p. 749). 

The original restriction of the doctrine to real estate is 
suggested by the judgment of Lord Kine, ©., in Sorrell v, 
Carpenter (2 P. Wms. 483) :—‘t Where there is a conveyance 


on death so as to create a succession will necessarily appear on the | made pendente lite, without any valuable consideration, and to 
investigation of the title, and thus the fact of the charge of duty | avoid and elude a decree, it ought to be highly discountenanced, 


will become known to a purchaser. The reader will remember | and even though the alienation be for never so 


& con- 


that as movable property cannot, generally speaking, be settled | sideration, yet, if made pendente lite, the purchase is to be set 


On persons in succession without the intervention of a trustee ; | aside; and this in imitation of the 


ings in a real action 





the only case where the charge can attach on the legal interest | at common law, where, if the defendant aliens after the pendency 








678 











of the writ, the judgment in the real action will overreach such 
alienation.” Butthis passage only asserts that the doctrine was 
borrowed from the common law practice of real actions, and 
the doctrine itself has been justified upon grounds which apply 
ejually to all property. 

Sometimes the doctrine has been put upon the ground of 
notice, and this was distinctly done by Lord Harpwiocxz, C., in 
Worsley v. Earl of Scarborough (3 Atk. 392), where he held that 
the notice existed during the pendency of the suit, and not only 
after decree. ‘‘ There is,’’ he said, ‘‘no such doctrine in this 
court that a decree made here shall be an implied notice to a 
purchaser after the cause is ended; but it is the pendency of 
the suit that creates the notice; for as it is a transaction in a 
sovereign court of justice, it is supposed all people are atten- 
tive to what passes there, and it is to prevent a greater mischief 
that would arise by people’s purchasing a right under litigation, 
and then in contest.” A curious commentary on this passage is 
afforded by another passage from the judgment in Sorrell v. 
Carpenter (supra). ‘‘ His lordship said” (so runs the report) 
‘it was a difficult matter to search for bills in equity, or to be 
able to get notice of them, many of such being, after filing, 
kept in the six clerks’ desk; and though this court will oblige 
all to take notice of its decrees as much as of judgments, yet 
there does not seem to be the same reason for obliging people 
to take notice of the filing of a bill.” 

Lord Kine gave this opinion in 1728. Possibly when Lord 
Harpwicke declaimed in 1746 about the publicity of proceed- 
a in sovereign courts of justice, the six clerks had ceased to 
hide away bills in equity in their desk; but it is clear that the 
implication of notice, unless means are taken really to publish 
to the world the institution of proceedings, is too unsubstantial 
to justify the doctrine of /is pendens, and subsequent judges have 
discarded it. That /is yendens is implied notice to all the world, 
said Lord Cranworts, C©., in Bellamy v. Sabine (1 De G. & J. 
566), ‘‘is not a perfectly correct mode of stating the doctrine. 
What ought to be said is that, pendente lite, neither party to the 
litigation can alienate the property in dispute so as to affect his 
a. The doctrine is not peculiar to courts of equity. In 
the old real actions the judgment bound the lands, notwithstand- 
ing any alienation by the defendant pendente lite, and certainly 
that did not depend on any principle arising from implied notice.” 

Here, again, we have the reference to the old real actions, 
though it is not introduced apparently with any view to 
restricting the doctrine to the subject-matter of such actions, 
but solely to shew that it is not peculiar to equity. The prin- 
ciple does not depend on notice, actual or implied, to the pur- 
chaser, or upon any considerations specially touching land. It 
is a principle introduced in favour of a person claiming specific 
property. Should he ultimately succeed in establishing his 
claim, he is not to be prejudiced by any dealing with the pro- 
perty which may have taken place in the course of the proceed- 
ings. The further reason given by Sir Wit11am Grant, M.R., in 
Bishop of Winchester vy. Paine (11 Ves. 197) applies also to pro- 

rty generally. ‘‘Ordinarily, it is true, the decree of the court 

inds only the parties to the suit. But he who purchases 
during the pendency of a suit is bound by the decree that may 
be made against the person from whom he derives title. The 
litigating parties are exempt from the necessity of taking any 
notice of a title so acquired. As to them it is as if no such title 
existed. Otherwise suits would be interminable; or, which 
would be the same in effect, it would be in the pleasure of one 
party at what period the suit should be determined. The rule 
~~ sometimes operate with hardship upon those who purchase 
without actual notico; yet general convenience requires its 
adoption.” ' 
he result appears to be that, though the doctrine of Jis 
pendens was justified by reference to the practice in real actions, 
and also on the ground of notice, yet it really rested on the 
a that the institution of proceedings was a bar to any 
ealing with the property to the prejudice of the claimant. 
But the doctrine was too favourable to claimants to property, 
and pressed unduly upon purchasers. Although it may not have 
pisces the implication of notice, yet, to avoid hardship, it 
required that the pendency of proceedings should be published. 
This could be done without trouble to the plaintiff, and would 
insure the safety of purchasers. hereslivale it was enacted by 
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the Judgments Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vict.c. 11), 8. 7, that no lis 
pendens should bind a purchaser or mortgagee without express 
notice thereof until the name of the person whose estate 
was intended to be affected thereby and other particulars 
of the cause had been registered. The use of the 
word ‘‘estate” here might possibly be supposed to imply 
that the doctrine of lis pendens affects land only, but in 
Wigram v. Buckley Ontrry, J., considered this to be too 
narrow a construction. In the statute 30 & 31 Vict. c. 47, s. 2, 
which provides for the vacating of lis pendens, the general word 
‘‘property” is used. On the other hand, the earlier Act dealing 
with the same matter, 23 & 24 Vict. c. 115, recites that various 
statutes required the registration of judgments, /is pendens, &c., 
“in order to affect any lands, tenements, and hereditaments 
sought to be charged therewith.” This appears to be the 
strongest indication, so far as the statutes go, that the doctrine of 
lis pendens was confined to real estate, and, as Linpuey, L.J., has 
pointed out, such restriction seems to have been assumed by 
Carrns, L.J., in Re Barned’s Banking Co. (L. R. 2 Ch., p. 179), 
when considering section 114 of the Companies Act, 1862. The 
section provides that a winding-up petition, if duly registered, 
shall constitute a /is pendens within the meaning of the Judg- 
ments Act, 1839, and, in distinguishing it from section 153, the 
Lord Justice said that it did not deal with personal property at 
all, while section 153 did. The question there, however, was 
whether the petition affected specifically any property of contri- 
butories, so as to admit of its being registered as a /is pendens 
against them, and, since this question was decided in the 
negative, it was unnecessary to consider whether, in cases where 
there was a /is pendens, it affected only real estate. 

The result was similar, so far as the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal went, in Berry v. Gibbons (supra). It was held that aa 
administration decree, without any injunction or appointment of 
a receiver, did not take away the power of the executor to deal 
with the assets, and consequently the registration of the suit as 
a lis pendens was ineffectual. But Lord Romiiy, M.R., had 
been of a different opinion, and since the property in dispute 
was personal property—a picture—it was necessary for him to 
determine whether the doctrine of lis pendens applied. After the 
institution of the suit and its registration as a lis pendens, the 

icture was deposited with a bank as security. Lord Romitiy 
had no doubt that the doctrine applied. ‘‘The doctrine of lis 
pendens,” he said, “would be worth nothing at all if, when a 
suit is registered, the application of that doctrine is to be ex- 
cluded on the ground that the parties do not actually know of 
the suit, or that the doctrine only applies to real estate. 
When a person presents a security to a banker, the banker is 
bound to search for lis pendens, and if any is found, then to 
ascertain the nature of the suit.” 

Upon this state of the authorities the question whether /is 
pendens affected personalty came before Cxrrry, J., in Wigram 
v. Buckley, and he decided that it did. Upon the reasons which 
have been held to justify the doctrine it seems that he was 
right. A claimant is not to be prejudiced in his claim by any 
dealings with the property pending suit, and this is a principle 
which applies as much to personal as to real property. In prac- 
tice, doubtless, the question has usually arisen with regard to 
land, and this circumstance may have influenced the judgments 
of the courts and also the drafting of Acts of Parliament. But 
when a case of personal property arises it is clear that the doc- 
trine must apply unless some new principle is introduced by 
which to restrict its generality. No such new principle could be 
introduced by Curry, J., but the Court of Appeal are less 
fettered. The idea of a banker searching for vs pendens, & 
thing which, in Lord Romitty’s view, it was perfectly natural 








for him to do, has, in the Court of Appeal, been treated 
|as not to be entertained, and the old principle that the claim- 
ant’s right is paramount must be restricted in order to secure 
the free alienation of personal property. Dealings with land 
allow of time for inquiry into title and for searching registers ; 





|dealings with personal property also frequently allow of time 
for the same inquiry and search. On the other hand, they often 
'take place under circumstances which render despatch impera- 
| tive; and with a view to these cases the Court of Appeal have 
exempted all personal property other than chattols real from the 
doctrine of lis pondens. 











2 BBs 2S Bek 628. 8e pe) flit eee ls eee 


SSS ES ovysgerserzade eo 


Du 
& | 


BPE 









is 


lis 
1m 
ch 
As 
hy 
le 
C- 


its 
ut 
Ce 
by 


¢° ake be 


ad 
8; 
ne 


ve 
he 











oh 


[Vel. 38.) 679 





Aug. I1, 1894. 





REVIEWS. 


COMPANY LAW. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO JOINT-StTock 
CoMPANIES UNDER THE AcTs OF 1862-1890: witH FoRMsS AND 


PRECEDENTS. By C. E. H. Coapwyck-HEA.ey, Q.C., Percy F. 
WHEELER, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, and CHARLES BuRNEY, 


B.A., a Chief Clerk of the Hon. Mr. Justice Chitty. Turrp anp 


ENLARGED Epirion. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This edition is accurately described on the title-page asthe “ third 
and enlarged edition.”’ The book has much increased in size, and, we 
believe, correspondingly in value, since the second edition was pub- 
lished in 1886. Without counting the appendices and indices, it 
contains no less than 952 pages. The first 525 pages are devoted to 
the law and pravtice relating to joint-stock companies so far as such 
law and practice relate to the formation of companies and matters 
which occur while a company is a going concern; while the re- 
maining 427 pages deal with the law and practice relating to the 
winding up and dissolution of companies. 

In the preface the authors state, as one reason why the publication 
of the new edition has been delayed, that it was thought that its 
utility would be increased if publication was postponed ‘‘ eufficiently 
long after the important legislation of 1890 for the settlement of the 
new winding-up practice.”’ Doubtless, the developments of this part 
of company law and practice which have taken place since 
January, 1891—and especially since April, 1892, wh2n Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams acquired exclusive winding-up jurisdiction in the 
High Court—go far both to justify the delay in publication, and to 
account for the increased size of the book. 

After a short introductory chapter, the authors treat successively 
(in three chapters) of ‘‘ The Memorandum of Association,” ‘‘ Promoters 
and the Prospectus,”’ and ‘‘The Articles of Association.” These sub- 
jects are dealt with in a convenient form, for all the law as to one 
subject is to be found under one heading, instead of being scattered 
about in the form of notes to sections. The chapter on promoters is 
very complete, and appears to be exhaustive of that branch of com- 

ny law which is just outside formation and winding up, but which 
is so often mixed up with these subjects. The three chapters men- 
tioned above are divided into sections, the chapter on articles of asso- 
ciation containing seven sections, relating to shares and their allot- 
ment, transfers, surrender, and forfeiture, calls, dividends, directors, 
and alteration of articles. Following these chapters come forms and 
precedents relating to (1) formation and constitution of companies 
(including agreements and memoranda and articles of association) ; 
(2) management of companies and amalgamation and reconstruction 
(including debentures, rectification of register, reduction of capital 
and contracts, and alteration of memoranda of association). We 
should add that throughout this part of the work numerous practi- 
cal and valuable notes are interspersed. 

Winding up and dissolution are dealt with in due course. This part 
of the volume commences with an introduction, following which are 
a great many useful forms and notes. The authors in their preface 
acknowledge the assistance of several officials with whose help it 
would be almost impossible for any author to go astray about the 
winding-up practice, though there are mysteries about the official 
receivers’ p same with which, perhaps, only those gentlemen and 
their assistants thoroughly understand. The help afforded by Mr. 
Registrar Lavie, and more especially the co-operation of Mr. Burney, 
have probably been the means of bringing to its present state of 
excellence the portions of the treatise which relate to matters princi- 

pally outside winding up proper, including such subjects as deben- 
tures and rectification of the register. The indexes, which a 
be well done, are the work of Mr. E. Manson, who is himedi! 
lific writer on the law of companies. 

The appendices contain all the Acts, rules, and orders up to date 
and in extenso, and we think that the authors of this edition may be 
congratulated on having very completely performed the task which 
they have set themselves. 


to 
& pro- 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Finance Act, 1894, so far as it relates to the New Estate 
Duty and other Death Duties in England, with an Introduction and 
om By J. AusTEN-CARTMELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Wildy 

ons. 








In any case in the Lambeth County Court where counsel is engaged, on | junatic is interested,’’ that expressly, in his lordship’s judgment, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Lunacy. 
Re BROWNE—O. A. No. 2, 6th August. 


Lunacy—Pracrice—Masrer iv Lenacy—Trriz or Orpsr—Secvarrres mv 
Books or THe Bank or ENGLAND—APPOINTMENT BY Masten or Recerver 
or Drvrpenns—No eR oF Sscuriries mvto Court—Jvunrispicrion 
TO MAKE Orper —Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 Vicr. c. 5), ss. 116, 120, 133— 
Lunacy Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 65), s. 27, sun-secrion 4—Ruues mw 
Lunacy, 1892. 


On the 24th of May last an order was made by Master Bulwer on the 
application of Miss Mary Anne Browne, a niece and one of the next of kin 
of Miss Frances Browne, a lady who was eighty-four years of age and 
very infirm. The order was intituled ‘‘ In the Matter of Frances Browne, 
Spinster, and in the Matter of the Acts 53 Vict. c. 5 and 54 & 55 Vict. c. 
65,”’ and contained (inter alia) the follo :—“‘And it having been 
who, Sheongh, mchel inbeaity esjeing them apn fe locagehte of mbeaging 
who, through men age, capable of managing 
her affairs, I do order that, a. the certificate of the said master that she 
has completed her security, the said Mary Anne Browne be, and is hereby, 
authorized on behalf of the said Frances Browne to receive and give a dis- 
charge for the dividends accrued and to accrue upon the undermentioned 
securities standing in the name of the said Frances Browne.”’ The secuti- 
ties referred to included certain sums of Colonial Inscribed Stock, which 
were registered in the books of the Bank of England, and the dividends of 
which were paid there. Objection was taken by the bank to the order, on 
the and, te the first place, that its title was wrong, and that it ought 
to have been intituled ‘‘In Lunacy” ; and, in the second place, that the 
master had no jurisdiction to make the order in its then form. 

Tus Cover (Liyptey, Lorss, and Davey, L.JJ.) decided that the objec- 
tions put forward by the bank could not be maintained. 

Liypey, L.J., said the first objection taken was to the title of the 
order. But the order was in the form given in the schedule to the Rules in 
Lunacy, 1892, and those forms were carefully settled. In cases of this 
description it was not thought desirable to head the forms or orders ‘‘ In 
Lunacy,’’ so as to publish more than was necessary the fact that the person 
named in the title was in the unfortunate condition in which that person 
really was. This objection was untenable, and very properly was not 
seriously insisted upon. The next objection was that there was no juris- 
diction to make the order. That was of course an important matter. The 
general jurisdiction of a judge in Lunacy was conferred by section 108 of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890, and extended to (inter alia) the meut of the 
estates of lunatics, and by section 341 ‘‘ lunatic” uded a person of 
unsound mind. The general jurisdiction of masters was conferred by sec- 
tion 111 and by rule 10 of the Rules in Lunacy of 1892. The Act was 
divided into parts. Part IV. was headed thus: ‘‘ Judicial powers over per- 
son and estate of lunatics,’’ and was sub-divided i <4 of sections ; 
one group, commencing with section 116 and en th section 130, was 
headed : ‘ ment and administration.” This group of scctions, it 
would be observed, applied to (1) lunatics so found by inquisition ; (2) 
lunatics not so found ; and @) persons who were, through mental infirmity 
arising from disease or age, incapable of managing their affairs. Such per- 
sons might be lunatics in the common acceptation of the term, or they 
might not. They were on the border line; but even if they were 
not insane enough to be found lunatic by inquisition, they might for 
many purposes be treated as lunatic, although not so found by iy tion. 
This was plain from the language of section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890. = 
section 27, sub-section (4 of the Lunacy Act, 1891, and of rule 56 of the 
Rules in Lunacy, 1892. e power of a judge in Lunacy to appoint a re- 
ceiver of the property of a person, subject to his —t, under the Acts, 
was conferred generally by sections 108 and 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, 
and rule 83 of the Rules in Lunacy, 1892. Rule 83 expressly said that “a 
receiver may be appointed in every case in which such appointment shal( 
be deemed expedient.” Certain oT | powers were authorized to be con- 
ferred on committees by section 117 and subsequent sections of the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, and section 120, which did not mention the aj tment of a 
receiver, did not, by implication or otherwise, negative power of the 
judge to appoint a receiver under the general authority to which his 
iG hip had alluded. The power to appoint a iver was clearly a 
power relating to ‘‘ m eat and ad tration,’’ and altho not 
specially mentioned in the group of sections sv headed, was within the 
general words with which section 116 commenced. That being = 
wer could be exercised by a master, and it need not be exorcisei by a 
udge in person. Soon after the Rules in Lunacy, 1892, had been made 
a question arose whether a master had jurisdiction to make a vesting order 
under sections 133 et seg. of the Lunacy Act, 1890, and after carefully 
examining the Acts and Rules ell the members of the Court of Appeal came 
to the conclusion that he could, and such orders had ever since <a made 


to protect the bank. Section 333 was still more explicit, and although 
the expression there was “so far as 


notice being given to the registrar one clear day before the day appointed who, whether lanatic or not, were subject to the 
included all persons who. Sot 


for the hearing, the case will not be called on before 11 o'clock. 


Among the Government Bills in the order paper of the House of Commons 
as intended to be proceeded with during the session are the Building 


tice of a 


jurisdiction conferred on the j in Lunacy 


lunatic under section 116 of . 
Sal ae a receiver of the dividends of Government and other 








ppoin’ 
Societies (No. 2) Bill, the Merchant Shipping Bill, the Copyhold Consoli- | securities without ordering a transfer of them into the name of the receiver 
. > was not, however, usual in Chancery, nor had it been usual in Lunacy 


dation Bill, and the Larceny Act Amendment Bill. 
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The practice had been to order the stocks, &c., to be transferred into court 
aud then to let the receiver obtain the dividends from the Paymaster- 
General. A settled practice like this ought not to be departed from 
without sufficient reason, and in general it ought to be adhered to. Nor 
was there any reason for not adhering to it in this case. The order, there- 
fore, would be remitted to the master for alteration accordingly. His 
lordship had no doubt, however, of the jurisdiction of the master to 
make an order in the ‘orm adopted in the present case, nor of the safety 
of the bank in acting upon it, and if hereafter an order in this form should 
be deliberately made for any special reason, the bank ought to act upon it 
and to pay the dividends to the receiver, treating him as an agent duly 
appointed to receive dividends only. In cases of shares, &c., in companies 
a transfer into court might be inexpedient, if not impossible, and yet a 
receiver ci the dividends might be highly desirable. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. 

Davey, L.J., who also concurred, said, with regard to the objection that 
the order was wrong in appointing a receiver of the dividends only of 
stocks standing in the books of the Bank cf England in the name of the 
person whose property the court had taken under its protection, that no 
statutory provision relative to the bank which prohibited or prevented such 
an order being made had been brought to the attenticn of the court. His 
lordship was of opinion that the court had jurisdiction, and he thought it 
important that their lordships should not allow any doubt to be enter- 
4ained as to their jurisdiction to appoint a receiver of dividends only. 
There might be many cases in which it would be highly desirable to adopt 
that course. The receiver was but the statutory or judicial agent or attor- 
ney to receive dividends due to the person in who:e name the stocks were 
orem But as it appeared to be unusual to appoint a receiver of 
dividends of stocks in the books of the Bank of England, and there was 
no sufficient reason in the present case why the stocks should not be 
brought into court, it would perhaps be better to follow the usual practice 
and direct the stocks to be transferred into the name of the Paymaster- 
General.—Covunset, Latham, Q.C.; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Sebastian. 
Souicrrors, Freshfields § Williams ; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co. 

[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Court of Appeal. 
Re SMITH, SMITH ». LANCASTER—No. 2, 8th August. 


Costs—Sxrrtep Lanp—Sater—Severat Persons CONSTITUTING ONE TENANT 
ror Lire—Sgrarate Soxicirors—Serrtep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vicr. c. 38), s. 2, suB-sEcTIOoN 6; s. 53—GarneraL OrpER UNDER So.icr- 
tors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, Scuepvue I., Parr I. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 
549). Under the trusts of the will of the above-named testator twenty- 
five persons together constituted the person entitled to exercise the powers 
of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Act, 1882. Upon a sale of 
land subject to the settlement in question a solicitor, Mr. Fowle, was, by 
arrangement amongst the parties, employed to conduct the sale, and was 
mentioned in the conditions of sale as the vendors’ solicitor. Mr. Fowle 
completed the sale and perused the conveyances on behalf of twenty-one 
of the twenty-five constituent tenants for life ; the remaining four of the 
twenty-five employed separate solicitors, not to interfere with the conduct 
of the sale, but to peruse the conveyances on their behalf and to obtain 
completion; and these separate solicitors accordingly perused and 
approved the several conveyances on their behalf, and obtained the execu- 
tion of them by their clients. The chief clerk was of opinion that there 
ghould be only one bill of costs allowed for the vendors, but that it was 
reasonable that Mr. Fowle, who had the general conduct of the sale, 
should send the conveyances for execution by such of the vendors as did 
not instruct him to the other solicitors, and that each of them should be 
paid £3 33. for obtaining the execution by his clients; but he did not 
allow these solicitors anything for perusing the conveyances or other 
charges. Kekewich, J., saw no reason why tome few of a large body of 
tenants in common for life should indulge in the luxury of separate eoli- 
citors at the expense of the corpus, and held that the independent solicitors 
were entitled to no costs at all out of the proceeds of sale, and allowed 
only one set of costs. From that decision the present appeal was brought. 

Tue Court (Lord Herscuert, C., and Linpiey and Davey, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Herscuett, C., after setting out the facts, said that the question 
was whether the costs incurred by the four persons together with the costs 
incurred by the other twenty-one, who together constituted the tenant for 
life, were to be allowed, Kekewich, J., having allowed one set of costs 
only to Mr. Fowle, who conducted the sale for all the vendors. It was 
contended on behalf of the appellants that they were entitled to employ 
their own solicitor if they pleased to peruse on their behalf the conveyances 
which they would have to execute, and that there was nothing to compel 
them all to avail themselves of the use of a common solicitor for that 
purpose, and in fact the instructions given to Mr. Fowle did not include 
any authority to him to peruse the conveyances on behalf of the other four. 
The order in the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, which was relied on 
by the respondents, contained a scale of charges fixed for a vendor’s 
solicitor for conducting sale of property by public auction, including the 
conditions of sale, and there was a further scale for deducing title to free- 
hold, —— or leasehold property and perusing and completing con- 
veyance (including preparation of contract or conditions of sale, if any), 
and it was said that fee specified in that scale covered in the present case 
all that had been done for all the parties. Butit was obvious that if there 
was any of the work in perusing the conveyances which was not 
done by Mr, Fowle and which he was not authorized to do, he would not 


be able to charge for that, because he would not have done the work. The 
question was whether, inasmuch as the appellants did not authorize Mr. 
Fowle to act for them to peruse the conveyances, there was anyti 
to disentitle them from employing their own solicitor to doso. His lord- 
ship did not think there was. There was no more obligation upon 
them to employ Mr. Fowle than there was on the other parties to 
employ the solicitor they might choose. Of course it was desir. 
able that all parties in such a case’ should agree to employ 
one and not independent solicitors, but if they did not agree 
they could not be made to, and there was no in the statute 
to compel a minority of the members who constituted the tenant for life to 
accept the will of the majority. It rested upon those who impeach the 
appellant’s claim to employ an independent solicitor to shew something 
which prevented their doing so, and which if they did so disentitled them 
to costs. The only section of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which was re- 
ferred to was the 53rd, which provided that ‘‘a tenant for life should, in 
exercising any power under that Act, have regard to the interests of all 
parties entitled under the settlement, and should, in relation to the exer- 
cise thereof by him, be deemed to be in the position and to have the duties 
and liabilities of a trustee for those parties’’; but in his lordship’s opinion 
that section was not applicable as to the present question. No doubt it 
was quite right that the person who exercised a right conferred on him by 
the Act where other persons were interested should not have regard only 
to his own interest; but that did not touch the right of those who, ta 
part in a sale such as the present, had an independent right to have the 
conveyances perused by their own solicitor, and preferred to do so rather 
than employ some one else’s solicitor. The appeal must be allowed. 
Linpiey and Davey, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, H. Terrell; G. Wil- 
liamson ; Fawcus, Soricrrors, Andrew Wood § Co., for C. Waistell, Northal- 
lerton; Williamson, Hill, § Co., for Fowle § Horsfall, Northallerton. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WIGRAM v. BUCKLEY—No. 2, 4th August. 


Lis Penpens—PersonaL Cuatrers—JupGments Reoristration Act, 1839 (2 
& 3 Vicr. c. 11), s. 7—Lis Penpens Recistration VACATION AMENDMENT 
Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 47), 8. 2. 


Appeal from the decision of Chitty, J. (reported ante, p. 438). The 
question raised by this appeal was whether or not the doctrine of Jis 
pendens applied to chattels personal. On the 2ad of December, 1885, the 
defendants, who were traders, mortgaged their present and future book 
debts to the plaintiffs; the mortgage contained a power to get in the 
debts. On the 28th of June, 1892, the plaintiffs commenced the above 
action for foreclosure and registered it as a lis pendens on the Ist of July, 
1892. On the 29th of July, 1892, Chitty, J., appointed a receiver of the 
book debts and granted an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
dealing with them. By arrangement with the defendants the receiver did 
not take possession of the business, and no notice was ever given to the 
book debtors of the plaintiffs’ mortgage, or of the action, or of the 
appointment of the receiver, or of the injunction; and the defendants 
carried on their business as usual. Some time about the 16th of May, 
1893, the defendants assigned by way of mortgage to the London Banking 
Corporation a number of the book debts comprised in the plaintiffs 
security. The banking corporation had no notice of the plaintiffs’ secu- 
rity, nor of the action, nor of its registration as a lis pendens, nor of 
the order of July, 1892. The banking corporation gave immediate notice 
of their assignment to the book debtors. On the 28th of November, 1893, 
the banking corporation obtained judgment against the defendants for the 
amount of the mortgage debt due to the banking corporation. On the 
30th of November, 1893, the receiver for the first time gave notice of his 
title to the book debtors and directed them not to pay their debts to any- 
one but him. On the 6th of December, 1893, the banking corporation, as 
applicants, took out a summons in the above action, asking that, notwith- 
standing the order of July, 1892, they might be at liberty to collect the 
book debts, and claiming that under the circumstances their title ought 
to prevail against that cf the plaintiffs. Chitty, J., held that the doctrine 
of lis pendens applied to all suits where specific property was sought to be 
affected, whether the specific property was real, or personal, or a chose in 
action ; and accordingly dismissed the application of the banking corpora- 
tion. The applicants appealed. 

Tae Covat (Lord Hexscue.t, C., Linpiry and Davey, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J. (after stating that the Lord Chancellor concurred in the 
judgments uf the Lord Justices), said that, having regard to Dearle v. Hall 
(3 Russ. 1) it could not be controverted that if the plaintiffs’ action had not 
been registered as a /is pendens, and if there had been no injunction or re- 
ceiver, the banking corporation, having no notice of the plaintiffs’ title, 
would have acquired a better title than the —— to the debts assigned 
to them, although they were comprised in the plaintiffs’ earlier security. 
But the plaintiffs contended, and the learned judge held, that, as the debts 
were the subject of an action to recover them, and such action was 
registered as a lis pendens, and a receiver of those debts had been appointed, 
and the defendants had been restrained from dealing with them, the title 
of the defendants could not be allowed to prevail over that of the plaintiffs. 
‘The doctrine involved in this decision is very far-reaching, and is of great 
practical importance to business men, and it requires very careful examina- 
tion. For the reasons which I will state I am clearly of opinion that the 
doctrine is unsound and cannot be supported. I will first consider the 
effect of the registration of the plaintiffs’ action as a lis pendens, and I 
will then consider the effect of the order for an injunction and a receiver. 
[The Lord Justice then referred to Sorrel v. Carpenter (2 P. W. 482), where 
it was said that the equitable doctrine that a conveyance made pendente lite, 





even though for good consideration, would be set aside, was in imitation 
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of the proceedings in a real action at common law, where the j t, if 
in favour of the demandant, was that he recover seisin of the , and 
the writ of execution was ‘‘ habere facias seisinam’’ (Roscoe on Real Actions, 
pp- 328, 341).] There were no similar judgments or writs in actions to 
recover goods and chattels at common law. It was true that the 
which a defendant had at the date of the writ of execution could be taken 
even from a Wye purchaser, unless in market overt (see Com. Dig., 
Execution, D. 2), but this is a very different matter. So far, therefore, 
as goods and chattels are concerned, the doctrine that no title could be 
made to them by an unsuccessful defendant pen litigation for their 
recovery had no foundation in common law, and, if the rule was different 
in equity, such rule cannot be based on the principle that equity follows 
the law. Any such doctrine would, if logically carried out, practically 
greatly embarrass ordinary trade, and be, to say the least, highly incon- 
venient to every one except plaintiffs claiming goods. If the doctrine of 
lis pendens were applicable to personal property generally, jbankers and 
others could not safely make advances on ships ———— and that which 
represents them in commerce—e.g., bills of ing, dock warrants, 
wharfinger’s receipts—nor upon stock and share certificates, nor upon 
debentures or policies, nor even on negotiable securities, without makin 
searches in the Judgment Registry Office. Such a doctrine woul 
lyze the trade of the country, and there is no warrant for it either 
the statutes relating to lis pendens or in the decisions of the courts. 
The og of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 11, s. 7, shews that the Legislature was 
dealing with estates—i.c., land, and land only; and although in the 
amending Act, 30 & 31 Vict. c. 47, s. 2, the word ‘‘ property ’’ was used 
instead of ‘‘ estate,’’ this variation by no means warrants the inference 
that the Legislature was altering the law by extending the effect of — 
tration to ordinary goods and chattels. Nor has it ever been so under- 
stood. Reliance was placed on Bellamy v. Sabine (1 De G, & J. 566); 
but that was a case of real estate, and these is no ground for sup 
that the observations made in that case were intended to apply to persona 
property. Similar remarks apply to the instructive judgments in 
Winchester v. Paine (11 Ves. 197) and Metcalf v. Pulvertoft (2 Ves. & Bea. 200). 
Again, reliance was placed on the practice of conveyancers, who advise 
purchasers and mortgagees of personal estate to search the lis pendens 
This is intelligible and reasonable enough. Conveyancers advise 
on abstracts of title, and always try and keep their clients out of difficulties 
and possible litigation. If an abstract of title to personalty is laid before 
a conveyancer, he naturally advises an intending purchaser or mortgagee 
to make such inquiries as experience shews to be prudent in order to avoid 
trouble and vexation in future. There is no case in the books which 
warrants the notion that the doctrine of lis pendens applies to per- 
sonal property other than leasehold property, except the case of 
Berry v. Gibbons (L. R. 8 Ch. App. 749n) before Lord Romilly, and his 
decision there was reversed by the Court of Ap on other grounds, 
but there is nothing in the judgment of the Court of Appeal which 
justifies the inference that that court shared his opinion that the 
doctrine of lis pendens applied as well to goods and chattels as land. 
In Ex parte Thornton (L. R. 2 Ch. App. 171) the Court of Appeal, reversing 
the decision of Lord Romilly, held that section 114 of the Companies Act, 
1862, did not suthorize the registration of a winding-up petition as a 
lis pendens against the estate of individual contributories ; it was impossible 
not to see by their judgments that the Lords Justices there considered 
that the registration of the petition affected land only, and in that case 
the land of the company sought to be wound up. pon principle and 
authority I am of opinion that the doctrine in question is inapplicable to 
personal property other than chattel interests in land. Then, as to the 
argument that in this case there was not only a registered lis pendens, but 
also an injunction and a receiver. But the present appellants had no notice 
whatever of these when they advanced their money and obtained and 
perfected their security ; their title is in mo way affected by those orders, 
nor have they been guilty of any contempt of court. The case would 
have been different if the appellants, before perfecting their security, had 
had notice of the order appointing the receiver or granting the injunc- 
tion, or even if the receiver had given notice to the debtors to pay their 
debts to him. Such a notice would have been equivalent to notice by 
the plaintiffs of the assignment to them. 


Davey, L.J., in the course of his judgment said: It is admitted 
there is no decision in equity in which the doctrine of lis pendens has been 
applied to the title to a chattel or chose in action so as to postpone a 
person, taking pendente lite without notice, who, but for the existence of 
the action, would have a good title—if the case of Berry v. Gibsons before 
Lord Romilly be excepted. The foundation of the doctrine has been said 
to be by analogy to what was done in real actions; and if so there isa 
prima facie presumption that the doctrine was applicable to real estate 
only. No doubt in the judgments of eminent judges (e g., Plumer, V.C., 
in Metcalfe v. Pulvertoft, 2 Ves. & Bea. 200) the doctrine is stated in 
terms general, and equally applicable to personal estate as real estate; 
but the cases in which these statements were made were invariably cases 
dealing with real estate alone, and therefore the statements may be 
interpreted as having reference to real estate only. In Ex parte Thornton 
Cairns, L.J., expressly treated the doctrine of /is pendens as affecting real 
estate only. I cannot agree with Chitty, J., in en that becauee the 
Court of Appeal in Perry v. Gibbons found other t grounds for 
differing from Lord Romilly’s judgment in that case, and did not 
expressly dissent from his view of the law that the doctrine of lis pendens 
was applicable to specific personal chattels, they must be taken to have 
given it the weight of their authority. In this state of the authorities the 
Court of Appeal is at liberty to say, and must say, whether it will apply 
the doctrine to a case like the present, aff the title to choses in 
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[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SOUTHERN v. BAILES—Chitty, J., 3rd August. 
Insunction—CopyriGHT—INFRINGEMENT—CIRCULAR. 


This was « motion to restrain the defendant, his servants and agents, 
from copying or multiplying copies or colourable imitations the 
laintiff’s works entitled ‘espns by dence Department,” 
* Prospectus of the Lessons + t,’’ and other 
works in which the plaintiff claimed aren to a syllabus com- 
lained of, the def t submitted to an injunction, but in regard toa 
orm of application by intending students issued by the defendant it was 
contended for the defendant that there was no copyright because there 
was no literary merit in a mere form, and, A t an ——— 
would interfere with the defendant’s sending out any form, as form 
objected to merely consisted of the particulars yg fea the purpose, 
and was in fact the common form of circulars of the . The case of 
Page vy. Wisden (17 W. R. 483) was cited, where it was said that a form 
of cricket scoring sheet for which copyright was claimed would not be 
protected. The motion was treated as the trial. 

Currry, J., granted an injunction as to the syllabus. In to the 
form the defendant’s t was put too high. There might be great 
lite: merit in a form. His lordship was of opinion that the 
defendant had copied the tiff’s form, and that there was sufficient in the 
form to entitle the plaintiff to an injunction, but it would be dangerous to 
extend the injunction in such a matter to colourable imitations. There 
was a great deal in the form anyone could have put together for himself, 
and counsel for the defendant submitting to so restrict his notice, the 
injunction would be limited to ———— Serutton ; Buteher, 
Sourcrrors, Warriner § Kinch, for Wykes, Derby; Twist, for Dewes § 
Brock Harris, Nuneaton. 

(Reported by J. F. Waxy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE VESTRY OF CAMBERWELL—North, J., 
3rd August. 

MerropourraN Vestry — Waterworks Company — Rares — Improper 
EXPENDITURE. 


This was an interlocutory motion on the part of the Lambeth Water Co., 
relators and plaintiffs, to restrain the defendants from rates 
in contributing to the costs of legal ease obtain a tion as 
to the rights of the Lambeth Water Co. to an additional charge for 
a supply of water to a fixed bath or for aiding 

ments as being wlird vires. In an action W v. Lambeth Water Co. 
Chitty, J., had decided in favour of the right of the com 
such a charge. A conference of vestries and other local au ties in 
South London was subsequently held the 
question, had not been fairly brought before the court in that action, and 
it was accordingly resolved that the legal question should be again fought 
out as soon as ble, that in the meantime the inhabitants of these 
districts should advised to refuse to pay the charge, and that each 
vestry or other body —— at the conference should 

contribute rateably to expenses. This resolution the defendants 
adopted. There was evidence that 
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ee ee ee were to be enco to take 
their water and to resist paying for it. His lordship granted the injunction. 
—CovnseL, Swinfen Bady, Q.C., and Yate Lee; 8. Halil, Q.C., and Stokes. 
Soxicrrors, Bell, Stewards, § May ; Marsden § Son. 

[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ex parte THE COMMISSIONERS OF SEWERS FOR THE CITY OF LONDON 
AND THE VICAR OF 8ST. BOTOLPH’S —North, J., 28th July. 


This was a petition under the City Sewers Act, 1817 (57 Geo. 3, c. 29, af 
84), that a portion of a sum of £3,617, which had been paid into court by 
the Commissioners of Sewers in respect of land which they had taken (the 
income of which was received by the vicar), might be expended in the 
gee. alteration, and repair of a house to be used as the vicarage house. 

Nether Stowey Vicarage (L. R. 17 Eq. 156) was cited, but distinguished 
as being a eo under a different Act. 

Nortu, J , thought that what was desired might be done, as an arrange- 
ment for acquiring a new vicarage house that had been made suitable by 
the vendor might clearly have been made with the approval of the court. 
—Counsen, J. B. Atlay; Henderson. Soutcrrons, E. A. Baylis; Lee, Bol- 
ton, $ Lee. 

[(Reported by G. B. Hamiitoy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re WILSON AND STEVENS’ CONTRACT—North, J., 2nd August. 


Venpork aNnp Prrcnaser — InTErEst oN PuRCHASE - MONEY — WILFUL 
DeravuLtT—ComMPENSATION, 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 (37 & 
38 Vict. c. 78). By an indenture dated the 30th of May, 1889, the vendor 
had conveyed copyhold land to Rayner, who mortg it back to him by 
an indenture dated the 3lst of May, 1889, containing a power of sale 
which was exercised in favour of the purchaser. In the contract for sale 
it was provided that interest should be payable on the purchase-money 
** if from any cause whatever other than wilful default upon the part of the 
vendor’? the purchase should not be completed upon the 29th of 
September, 1893. The vendor, who had never been admitted as tenant, 
took no steps to obtain admission until the 10th of October. The steward 
of the manor then contended that Rayner also ought to be admitted, but 
ultimately the vendor was admitted on the 14th of December, 1893, and 
the paichaee was completed on the 17th day of January, 1894, without 
prejudice to the question of whether the purchaser was entitled to com- 
pensation for the delay in delivery up of possession, or of whether the 
vendor was entitled to interest upon the purchase-money. For the 
purchaser it was submitted that there was wilful default on the part of the 
vendor in applying for admission, and that the purchaser was entitled to 
compensation for the delay in obtaining possession. Re Tubbs and the 
Corporation of London (ante, p. 476; Times, 11th of May, 1894), Royal Bristol 
Building Society v. Bomash (35 Ch. D. 390, 35 W. R. Dig. 69) were cited. 
For the vendor it was contended that the delay was entirely caused by 
unreasonable demands on the part of the steward of the manor, and Re 
Ye and Harston’s Contract (34 W. R. 294; 31 Ch. D. 168), Re Hetling 
and Merton’s Contract (42 W.R. 19; 1893, 3 Ch. 269), and Fry on Specific 
Performance (last edition, p. 627) were cited as shewing that the 

haser was not entitled to compensation for the delay. 

Nortn, J. (who reserved judgment on the 24th of May), said that the 
delay was not caused by the purchaser, who was quite ready to complete 
at the date fixed by the contract, but the vendor was not in a position 
to do so, and his action amounted to “wilful default’’ within the 
meaning of the cases cited. There was no jurisdiction to give compen- 
sation on a vendor and purchaser summons, so that of the summons 
was dismissed without prejudice to the right of the purchaser to bring an 
action in respect thereof.—Counset, Martelli; D. Jones. So.icrrors, 
Warburton & De Paula; Nicol, Son, & Jones. 


[Reported by G. B. Hamritox, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re LONDON AND GENERAL BANK—Vaughan Williams, J., 26th 
uly. 


Pracrice—Company—WInpvina vp—Evipence—MisreasaANnce Proceepincs 
—Deposrriox or Witness at Pvurniic ExAMmNaTION—ADMISSIBILITY 
AGAINST OTHER Prrsons—Companres (Winpinc-vp) Act, 1890, ss. 8 
(7), 26—Compantes Winpinc-vup Rcizs, Aprit, 1892, r. 27. 


This was a summons taken out by the official receiver and liquidator of 
the above-named company under section 10 of the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, and asking for a declaration that certain persons (directors 
and auditors of the company) had been guilty of misfeasances, and were 
liable to pay moneys to the ne py in respect thereof. The applicant 

to read the deposition of a witness taken at a public examination 

ler section 8 of the Act, not only against the witness himself, but 
inst such of the respondents as had had the opportunity of being 
present at and wae ee in the examination ; and relied on rule 27 of 
the Companies Winding-up Rules, April, 1892, and on Chartered Institute 
of Patent Agents v. Lockwood (not yet reported). The respondents objected 
to the depositions being read t them, on the ground that the rule was 
ultra vires, inasmuch as it was not made “ for into effect the 
object of the Act” of 1890, section 8, sub-section (7), of which only enables 
the mn of a witness at a public examination to ‘‘ be used in evidence 


Vavonax Wits, J., said that rule 27 of April, 1892, was not ultra 


vires. He had only to decide that there was no such conflict between a! 








rule purporting to be made under section 26 of the Act of 1890 and the 
enactment contained in section 8, sub-section (7), of the same Actas to 
call on him to hold that the rule, in so far as it allowed the deposition 
to be read, was controlled by the words of the Act. He had not to say 
what was the proper canon to be applied when the rules and the Act were 
in conflict, or to say whether a rule was valid when it was drawn in mani- 
fest contravention of the principles on which the law of England is 
founded. Some of the observations made in the case cited seemed, at 
first sight, rather to tend in that direction, but it was to be hoped that 
was not their real meaning. If the rule laid it down that a witness’s de- 
position was to be absolute evidence against persons other than himself, 
the question whether it was valid would req serious consideration, but 
in effect the rule only said that the deposition was to be treated like an 
affidavit, that is to say, the witness must be produced for cross-examina- 
tion if his attendance was required.—Counsg., Finlay, Q.C., #. 8. Ford, 
and Muir Mackenzie; Sir E. Clarke,Q C., and Germaine; H. Reed, Q C., and 
Low ; Cohen, Q.C., Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and F. Whinney ; Levett, Q.C., and 
Yate Lee; Woodfall; C. E. E. Jenkins. Souscrrors, Phelps, Sidgwick, § 
Biddle ; H.C. Morris; Layton, Sons, § Lendon; E.C. Rawlings; Walters, 
Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton; A. J. Church; Snow, Snow, § Fox. 


(Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re ANGLO-SARDINIAN ANTIMONY CO.—Vaughan Williams, J., 30th 
July. 
Company—Winpinc ve—Orricrat Recerver anp Liquipatrorn—Use or 
OrriciaL Recerver’s NamgE—InpDEMNITY. 


This was a misfeasance summons taken out in the name of the official 
receiver and liquidator, but, in fact, by certain persons who had given the 
official receiver and liquidator an indemnity against the costs. At the 
hearing the summons was dismissed with costs. 

Vaucuan Wruutams, J., said he did not intend to blame the official 
receiver on the present occasion because he had allowed his name to be 
used on an indemnity being given. But the practice ought not to be 
continued—at any rate, unless the official receiver had satisfied himself, by 
taking counsel’s opinion, as to the propriety of the proceedings—because 
as soon as he allowed his name to be so used he ceased to be master of the 
litigation, and to have control over the proceedings.—OounseL, Swinfen 
Eady, Q.C., and 7. B. Bruce; C. T. Mitchell. Sotacrrors, Morley, Shirreff, 
§ Co. ; Nokes §& Stammers. 

| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Quz2en’s Bench Division. 


HUFFAM +», THE NORTH STAFFORDSHIRE RAILWAY CO.— 
3rd August. 


Rattway Company - VaLipiry or Byk-LAW—PASSENGER TRAVELLING WITH- 
out A Ticker -Fravupvutent Inrent—Rattways Cravses ConsoLrDATION 
Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 20), ss. 103, 104, 108, 109—RecuLation or 
Rattways Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 57), s. 5—Stature Law Revision 
Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 19). 

This was an appeal from a conviction by justices for an offence under 
bye-law 2 of the North Staffordshire Railway Co. ‘The bye-law was as 
follows :—‘‘ Any passenger using or attempting to use a ticket on any day 
for which the ticket is not available, or which has already been used on a 
previous journey, is hereby subjected to a penalty not exceeding forty 
shillings.”’ The appellant travelled on the North Staffordshire Railway on 
the 15th of March from Stoke to Macclesfield, and at Congleton, an inter- 
mediate station, where tickets were examined, gave up the return half of 
a first-class return ticket dated the 28th of February. The ticket had upon 
it these words: ‘‘ Available on the day of issue for one journey only.” 
The full first-class fare for the journey from Stoke to Macclesfield was 
demanded from the appellant, who refused to pay it, and gave his name 
and address. It was not suggested before the justices that the>yppellant, 
who held a first-claes season-ticket entitling him to travel on the London 
and North-Western Railway between Macclesfield and Manchester, had 
been guilty of fraud. The justices convicted the appellant and stated a 
case. It was now argued on the appellant’s behalf that the bye-law was 
ultra vires and bad. The law relating to penalties for travelling without 
paying a fare was now contained in section 5 of the Regulation of Railways 
Act, 1889, which made a fraudulent intention a n element. The 
case of Dyson v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (7 Q. B D. 32) de- 
cided that under section 103 of the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, asimilar bye-law was bad which omitted thefraudulent intention. Lon- 
don and Brighton Railway Co.v. Watson (L. R. 4 ©. P. D. 118) was also 
relied upon. For the respondents it was said that the bye-law was good. 
No allegation of intent to defraud was now necessary. In Saunders v¥. 
South-Eastern Railway Co. (5 Q. B. D. 456) and in Dyson v. London and 
North-Western Railway Co. it was held that bye-laws omitting the fraudu- 
lent intention were void, being repugnant to section 103 of the Act of 
1845. But section 103 had been repealed by the Statute Law Revision 
Act, 1892, and this bye-law was, therefore, not rep mt to the existing 
law. The power to make bye-laws was not affected by section 5 of the Act 
of 1889. 

Tue Court (Maruew and Kennepy, JJ.) quashed the conviction. 

Matuew, J.—I am clearly of opinion that the conviction should be 
quashed. tt agreed that the traveller was innocent of any fraudulent 
intention. Now, ha to sections 103 and 104 of the 8 & 9 Vict. 
c. 20, the bye-law is bad, for fraud, under those sections, is the gist of the 
offence. The bye-law is also bad under the decision in Dyson vy. London 


and North-Western Railway Co. But it is argued for the respondents that 
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the bye-law, though void under those sections, has been validated by the 
repeal of section 103 of the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 20 by the Statute Law Revision 
Act, 1892. But before the Statute Law Revision Act there came the Regu- 
lation of Railways Act, 1889, in section 5 of which there is an elaborate 
ccde dealing with this description of offence. If the appellant could be 
brought within the terms of section 5, sub-section (3) (a), of that statute, he 
would be rightly convicted. But he had ‘‘ previously paid his fare.’’ ‘he 
conviction was wrong. 

Kennepy, J., concurred. Conviction quashed.—Counsgt, A. 7. Law- 
rance; W. F. Craies. Soutcrrors, Sword, Hanley; Chester, Mayhew, ¢ 
Browne, for E. A. Paine, Hanley. 

[ Reported by T. Matuew, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FRANKLIN v. GODFREY—3lst July. 


Weicuts AND Mgasurts—VeHIcLe CARRYING CoaL For Satz on Dewivery 
—Snort WeicutT—Liasiniry—Weicuts anp Mgasursgs Act, 1889 (52 & 
53 Vict. c. 21), s. 29. 


Case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate who had convicted the 
appellant, a dealer in coal, under the Weights and Measures Act, 1889, s. 
29. The facts were as follows :—The dealer sent out a cart, in charge of 
a carman, containing sacks of coal for delivery. Each sack had u ita 
metal label stating that the weight of the sack was 56lbs. A officer 
employed by the London County Council asked the carman the weight of a 
particular sack. The carman replied that it weighed 56lbs. when it left his 
master’s premises. The sack was found to weigh 49ibs. only, and the 
dealer was convicted and fined under the above statute. By section 29 (1) 
* Any inspector of weights and measures or officer appointed for the pur- 
pore... may .. . enterany building, or part ofa building, or other 
place in which coal is sold, or kept, or exposed for sale, and may stop any 
vehicle carrying coal for sale or for delivery to a purchaser, and may 
. weigh any load, eack, or other less quantity of coal found in any 
ruch place or vehicle, or which is in course of delivery to any purchaser.” 
By (2): ‘‘ If it appears to a court of summary jurisdiction that any load, 
sack, or less quantity so weighed is of less weight than that represented 
by the eeller, the person eelling, or keeping, or exposing the coal for eale, 
or the person in charge of the vehicle, as the case may be, shall be li:!1- 
to a fine not exceeding £5.’’ Couneel for the appellant, the dealer, now 
contended that the label on the sacks was only a representation that, when 
full, they contained 56lbs. Tbe carman was ‘‘ the person in charge of the 
vehicle,’ and ought to have been convicted. By the statute the seller 
was only liable for his own acts and acts done on his premises. He had 
no control over the coals after they left his store; and no man was 
responsible criminally for the acts of his servants. He relied on Roberts v. 
Woodward (25 Q. B. D. 412). 

Tus Court (Matuew and Kennepy, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Maruew, J., said that there was evidence upon which the trate 
could hold that there was a representation by the appellant that the sack 
in question contained 56lbs. of coal. He could not come to the conclusion 
that the metal label was not such a representation, and saw no reason for 
drawing the inference, suggested by the appellant, that the carman bad 
removed a part of the coals, and that the sacks really contained 56lbs. 
when they left the premises of the dealer. 

Kennepy, J., in concurring, pointed out that the case of Roberts v. 
Woodward did not assist the appellant, the representation in that case 
having been made by a servant, but here by the master. Appeal dis- 
missed.—CounsEeL, Channell, Q.C., and 7. Terrell; Daldy. Soxicrrors, 
Corsellis, Mossop, § Berney ; Blaxland. 


[Reported by T. Marurw, Barrister-at-Law.1 


BOLTON v. THORNE-GEORGE—30th July. 
Practice—TerMs or Leave to Derzenp—R. 8. C., XIV., 6, 8 (x). 


Appeal from Wright, J., in chambers. An action was brought by the 
plaintiff for the amount of a solicitor’s bill of costs. He proceeded under 
order 14, and the defendant, on appearing to the writ of summons, set up 
in her affidavit three separate defences—negligence, fraud, and that being 
a married woman she had no separate property. The master gave 
unconditional leave to defend, but Wright, J., ordered that the first two 
defences should be struck out, and that the third should be tried as a short 
cause under ord. 14, r. 8 (4). The defendant appealed from this order. 
Counsel for the defendant argued that there was no power to limit the 
defence, and that the judge could only impose terms as to costs: Langton 
v. Roberts (T. L. R., 30th May, 1894) and ord. 14, r. 6. If it were other- 
wise the defendant’s affidavit under order 14 would amount toa oa 
yeeng a ro respondent cited Wallingford v. Mutual Society (29W.R 81, 

pp. Cas. 685). 

Tur Covrr (Pottock, B., and Day, J.), in dismissing the appeal, 
considered that the point taken by the appellant was one of general 
importance. The judge in chambers thought that one of the defences 
mentioned in the defendant’s affidavit under order 14 was good, and that 
the other two were sham defences which ought not to stand between the 
plaintiff and judgment. Ord. 14, r. 6, laid down that “leave to defend 
may be given unconditionally or subject to such terms as to giving 
eecurity, or time and mode of trial . . . or otherwise, as the judge 
may think fit.’’ The contention of the appellant amounted to this: that 
if a defendant had twelve defences, all of which were bad, the plaintiff 
might sign judgment, but that if one of them were good the defendant 
might harass the plaintiff with all of them. That was a construction 
which they could not put upon ord. 14, r.6. The judgment then 


proceeded upon another und. A dismissed.—CounskL, 
Bond ; G. Wall 208 


lace. Soxscrrons, Armitage ; Bolton ¢ Co 


REG, v. THE JUSTICES FOR THE COUNTY OF ESSEX; 
WEST HAM ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE—19th 


appeal, Geet ine 14th of btetpar gs age vm a oe 
county council against a made for parish o 

such notice was phd og 

as well as upon the churchwardens and overseers of the parish. 
appeal was respited from time to time, such respites being at the reques 
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and it was between the London County Council, as en and the 
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cian of the assessment pend hy the co 
wardens, and to the assessment ttee 
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in September, 1893; but before time a) 
county council in eleven cases, and had all 
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consent of counsel 
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{Reported by T. Matuew, Barrister-at-Law.| 


Ez parte 

July. 

Aprzats acarnst Poor Rarzs—Costs—Two sets or Rusponpents—Ricut 
TO DOUBLE sET oF Costs—Union Assessment OCommitrez: AMENDMENT 
Act, 1864, ss. 2, 3. 

Rule calling on She justices for the County of Essex to shew cause why 

a mandamus should not issue commanding them to order the clerk of the 

to tax the costs of the Assessment Committee of the West Ham 
nion in pursuance of the order made by consent on the 11th of October, 

1893, by the court of quarter sessions in eleven several ap en’ 

the don County Council against certain poor rates. This rule was 
obtained at the instance of the Assessment Committee of the West Ham 

Union, and the question raised by the rule was whether the assessment 

committee should have their costs against the London County Council, 

the council having already paid the costs of the churchwardens and over- 
seers in respect of the ; in other hether the London 

County Council were bound to pay two sets of costs. 


to and served upon the assessment committee 


it 
the appellants, and by the consent of the assessment committee as 


respondents, who, b t with the county council, instructed 
conuedl \ tame: ca A similar notice of appeal was served by 
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Ham, and the notice was served on the churchwardens and overseers as 
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were from time to time made in these 
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mittee and to the churchwardens and overseers, and each of these ap 

was respited from time to time with the consent of the assessment committee 
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1st of July, 1891, when the assessment committee, the churchwardens and 
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appeal may be given.’’ Section 3 provides: ‘‘The costs which the committee 
may incur in consequence of becoming respondents to such appeal, or of 
having received notice thereof, shall, if not recovered from the gpa 
as as any costs the committee may be ordered to pay to the appel- 
lants, be +f by the guardians and charged to the common fund of the 
union, unless the court before whom such appeal is heard shall direct that 
such costa, or any part thereof, shall be charged to the parish the rate of 
which is pce | against.”’ The county council contended that, although 
the assessment committee appeared upon such appeals, the churchwardens 
and overseers were the respondents, and that the assessment committee 
did not appear ‘‘in the name of the guardians of the union,”’ nor with 
the consent of such guardians after compliance with the provisions of sec- 
tion 2 of the Act 27 & 28 Vict. c. 39, and that, in fact, they had never 
Sap under or by virtue of section 2, and that they had no right to 
c costs against the appellants, but that remedy, if any, was under 
section 3. The court discharged the rule for the mandamus, upon the 
ground that the county council were not bound to pay a double set of 
costs under the circumstances. 

Maruew, J.—I think this rule must be discharged. It is not necessary 
to repeat at length in the judgment the imperative rule of procedure that 
there should not be two sets of costs unless there are some special reasons 
for it where there is but one question to be discussed between the parties. 
In this case we are asked to allow a double set of costs on the hearing of 
only one appeal, and the appeal is on a question of principle, and princi- 
ple only. It is said, in the first place, that there is a statute which com- 
pels us to order these costs to be paid, and the statute relied on is the 27 
& 28 Vict. c. 39, ss. 2,3. What occurred with reference to that statute 
was this: when the appeal was first lodged at quarter sessions the assess- 
ment committee obtained from the guardians their sanction to appear as 
respondents. They made themselves in that way party to the appeal, and 
we the section in question, if they failed to recover at quarter sessions 
the costs that they were incurring from the ay pee they were entitled, 
under section 3, to look to the guardians for the payment of these costs. 
What happened was this: that the court of quarter sessions, seised of the 
whole affair, determined that there should be no costs. Therefore, in 
respect of the first proceeding, there is nothing which entitles the assess- 
ment committee to call upon the London County Council to pay the costs. 
The assessment committee, having made themselves party to this appeal, 
became entangled, as I gather, in the practice of quarter sessions, which, 
it is said, necessitates the appearance by counsel of the respondents for the 
purpose of respiting the appeal; and they appeared time after time, and 
the solemn form wus gone through, as I understand, on twelve different 
occasions of entering and respiting the appeal. In respect of this trans- 
action the very large sum of £280 is now claimed as payable by the London 
County Council for the costs incurred to the assessment committee.. The 
appeal ultimately failed. Application was then made to quarter sessions 
for an order in respect of the costs of entering and respiting the appeal, 
and orders were made which, upon the face of them, appear to apply to 
the respondents. Orders that were ambiguous, orders that were made 
without the attention of the magistrates being called to the question that 
there were two sets of costs claimed by the two respondents in respect of 
one ap on one question of principle. The order having gone in that 
way it is clearly reasonable and right that when the claim was subsequently 
made against the London County Council for these extra costs that the 
ye of the court of quarter sessions should be taken as to the meaning 
of their order. Having heard, I have no doubt at great length, the matter 
discnssed before them, I have no doubt the court of quarter sessions very 
properly came to the conclusion that nothing that had occurred at all 
warrunted the assessment committee in saying that the London County 
Council were estopped from standing upon their strict rights. It is pre- 
seamen to say that anything happened to disentitle them to do so. 

jey were representing the ratepayers, and nothing occurred to bind the 
ratepayers as to such au arrangement as Mr. Morten suggests. In that 
state of things we are asked to do that which the quarter sessions say they 
did —_ intend to do, and which I can find no Act of Parliament obliges 
me to do. 

Day, J.—I concur; under the circumstances I think the rule must be 
discharged, and with costs. 

Rule discharged, with costs.—CounseL, Bosanguet, Q.C., and Wedder- 
burn ; Jelf,Q0., and FE. Morten. Soutcrrors, W. A. Blaxland; Hillearys. 


{Reported by Sir Suznston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Diréctors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 8th inst., at 2 p.m., Mr. John Henry Kays in the chair. The other 
directors present were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, John M. Clabon, Gray 
Hill (Liverpool), F. Rowley Parker, Richard Pennington, Sidney Smith, 
R. W. Tweedie, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott, secretary. A 
eum of £826 was distributed in ts of relief, seven new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The es are extracts from the report of the council, continued 
from p. pes 

Maintenance of Infaunts.—The council considered the cases of Re Adams 
1893, 1 Ch. 329), Re Jeffery (1891, 1 Ch. 671), and Re Burton's Will (1892, 





} 





2 Ch. 38), in which North, J., decided that, in the absence of provisions 
in the settlement to the cont: , where infants as a class were entitled to 
settled capital money on com of age, so soon as one of the class 
attained twenty-one the income of the entire fund was to be paid to him, 
leaving the other infants without any income applicable to their mainten- 
ance during their minority, notwithstanding section 43 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881. Pending an appeal against the view taken by North, J., 
the council advised the profession to insert the old maintenance clauses in 
wills and settlements, and not to rely on section 43 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1891. The case of Re Holford has now been decided by the Court of 
Appeal, reversing the view taken by North, J. 

Surveyors’ Reports on Properties offered as Security for a Mortgage —At the 
end of the last year a proposal was made to an insurance company for a 
loan on security of property in London, and the company agreed to enter- 
tain the loan, subject to a favourable report from their surveyor. The 
company instructed their surveyor to report on the value of the property, 
and he in due course furnished his report to them. The report was in 
the opinion of the company unfavourable, and they thereupon informed 
the mortgagor’s solicitors that they were unable to entertain the loan. 
The insurance rey pd stipulated before instructing the surveyor that 
his charges were to be paid by the intended mortgagor, whether the re- 
port justified the loan or not. Tae application for the loan having been 
refused, the intended mortgagor paid the surveyor’s o— to the insur- 
ance company, and then claimed to have the report handed over to him, 
but the company refused to do this, claiming that the report, which was 
made to them on their instructions, was their property. As the question 
whether a report made by a surveyor on property offered as a security for 
a loan is the property of the intended mortgagor who invariably pays for 
it, or of the intended ae a on whose instructions and to whom it is 
made, is one of considerable practical importance to the profession, the 
council took the opiaion of two leading counsel on the point, and they 
were advised that, as a matter of strict legal right, a surveyor's report 
made to an intending mortgagee belongs to him and not to the mort- 
gagor, and this whether the loan is or is not actually made, and both 
duringjits currency and after its discharge by repayment or by sale. 


Notices to Trustees.—The council have been requested to express an 
opinion as to whether the solicitors to trustees, who have been requested 
to get the acknowledgment of the receipt by the trustees of a notice, are 
entitled to charge for their trouble in the matter. The council repeated 
the opinion which they gave as long ago as 1881, when after much con- 
sideration they came to the conclusion that, having regard to the decision 
in the Saffron Walden Building Society v. Rayner (14 Ch. D. 406), the 
only safe course for a person having to give notice to trustees is to give 
such notice to the trustees personally, either directly or indirectly, 
through the medium of the solicitor acting for the trustees, and that the most 
convenient course was to request the solicitors who usually acted for the 
trustees to transmit the notice to them personally and obtain their signa-- 
t we to a memorandum, indorsed upon duplicates of the notices, acknow- 
ledging the receipt of the originals; and they were of opinion that, when 
notices have been sent to the solicitor for the trustees with a request that 
he should get an acknowledgment from his client, he ought to be paid the 
eg charges for the work done by the person at whose request he 

oes it. 

Oficialism.—The attention of the council having been drawn to the 
continued official encroachments on work hitherto done by solicitors— 
more especially under the Winding-up Act, 1890—they issued in April 
last athird report, which will be foundin the Appendix, p. 61. From the 
letter of Sir John Hibbert, Financial Secretary to the Treasury, of the 
23rd of January, 1893, set out in the appendix, p. 61, it appears that the 
views of the Treasury Department do not materially differ from those of 
the council. In the letter Sir John T. Hibbert says that ‘‘it was not 
contemplated in 1890 that a public department should interfere so exten- 
sively in the joint stock business of the country, and that forthe Govern- 
ment to go further than prosecutions for commercial misconduct, and to 
prevent fraud or waste until creditors and shareholders have an oppor- 
tunity to organize their own protection, is, in their lordships’ opinion, to 
undertake duties which traders should perform for themselves, and to 
enter into a competition—outside the proper functions of the State—with 
the classes who find in such business their legitimate occupation.’’ This 
letter led to the appointment by the Government of an inter-departmental 
committee, before which evidence was given by, among others, Mr. Joseph 
Addison and Mr. William Godden, members of the council. The annual 
reports issued by the Winding-up and Bankruptcy Departments of the 
Board of Trade, as required by the statutes, have been issued at very late 
dates—for ——_ the Companies Winding-up Report for 1892 was not 

resented until February, 1894. The council have taken steps which they 

ope may have the effect of accelerating the issue of these reports, 
they have asked that these reports may furnish additional information on 
various topics not hitherto included in them. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—During the past year many questions 
have been submitted either for determination or advice on matters arising 
under this order. The council, having been advised that the payment of 
a mere fee to the auctioneer would not preclude solicitors from charging 
the conducting scale on a sale by auction (see Society’s Digest, 1889 (175), 

86), have been waiting for a suitable test case for reviewing the decisions 

Re Peace and Ellis and in Burd v. Burd. Such a case has recently come 
forward on appeal from the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster to the Court of Appeal, and was supported by the council—viz., 
Drielsma y. Manifold. The council regret that the Court of -Appeal held 
that the act of recei of the bids was part of the conducting, and that 
any payment by the client to the auctioneer amounted to a commission 
under rule 11, Sched. I., Part:I., of the Remuneration Order. It would 
seem that the solicitors’ conducting scale would only apply if the solicitor 
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pay the auctioneer, and thus in effect does all the conducting. The result 
of the recent decision is to reduce the cond) ecale to a dead letter. 
It has always been practically inoperative in London and the south of 
England. Under these circumstances it is satisfactory that the council 
were successfal in establishing (in Re Parker) that a solicitor’s work 
incident toa sale by auction is not coversd by the deducing scale, but is 
chargeable under the old system as altered by Schedule II. 

Legacy Duty on Professional Charges.—The council have again had under 
consideration the question of the claim of the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue to legacy duty on the professional charges of solicitors, and they 
came to the conclusion that if such a claim were insisted on in a particu- 
lar case they would support an appeal. A case was brought to their notice 
in which such a claim was made, and the council informed the solicitor in 
question that they would support him in contesting the claim, and he 
accordingly informed the commissioners that he would contest it. The 
commissioners have replied that in the exercise of their discretion, although 
they are advised that in principle the claim is sound, they have now de- 
cided that in practice claims for legacy duty on the professional costs of a 
solicitor will not in ordinary circumstances be made. 

Solicitors Act, 1894.—In the president’s address at Manchester a sugges- 
tion was made in favour of exempiing from the intermediate examination 
candidates who might obtain at the universities certain degrees 
inlaw. This suggestion, which was received at the time with considerable 
favour, both within the profession and outside in the press, was subse- 
quently referred to the authorities of the universities mentioned, and 
obtained from them—especially those of Oxford, Cambridge, London, 
and the Victoria University — strong approval and support. The 
council accordingly, after a full and careful discussion, — 
of the scheme, and at their request a Bill was introduced the 
House of Commons by Sir Albert Rollit, which passed both Houses 
during the session and received the Royal Assent. The effect of 
this measure, which is to be construed together with the Solicitors Act, 
1877, is to enable the society to exempt, by regulations, from the whole 
or part of the intermediate examination persons who shall obtain the 
degree of Bachelor of Civil Law, {or Bachelor of Laws or Law, or the 
corresponding certificate, or ‘‘ any such other degree or distinction in any 
‘school or faculty of law or jurisprudence at any university in the United 
Kingdom as shall te from time to time specified in the regulations.’’ The 
council hope that the result of the Act will be to encourage those who 
propose to become solicitors to avail themselves in increasing numbers of 
the great advantages of an university education. The council also take 
this opportunity of acknowledging with much pleasure their obligation to 
Sir Albert Rollit for his as-istance in securing the passing of the Bill, and 
also to Lord Macnaghten for similar services in the House of Lords, where 
he was good enough to take charge of the measure. 

Statutory Rules Act.—In former reports the council mentioned that they 
were promoting a Bill in Parliament with the view of insuring that the 
profession should have notice of any rules intended to be made under the 
Judicature Acts before they were signed. A Bill for this pu was 
brought into Parliament again last year by Sir Albert K. Rollit at the 
request of the council, and they are glad to be able to report that in the 
autumn session the Bill passed both Houses and received the Royal 
Assent. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER, 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 7th day of August, 1894. 
I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chan- 
cellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the two several actions men- 
tioned in the schedule hereto, shall be transferred from the Honourable 


Mr. Justice Chitty and the Honourable Mr. Justice North respectively, to 
the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


ScHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Chitty (1892—L—3043). 

Between the London and General Bank Limited in liquidation under an 
order of the court dated the 14th September, 1892, by Charles John 
Stewart, the provisional liquidator thereof, on behalf of themeelves and 
all other the holders of debentures in the defendant company (plaintiffs) 
and the Building Estates Brickfields Company Limited (defendants). 


Mr. Justice North (1894—R—1041). 
Hugh Rose (plaintiff) v. Lorraine, Spencer, & Company Limited 
(defendants). Henrscug 11, C. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Tuomas Conterr Sanpars, barrister-at-law, died last week at 
the age of 69. He was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, and was 
elected a Fellow of Oriel. He was called to the bar in 1851, and was 
for come years Professor of Constitutional Law and Legal History in the 


Jnns of Court. He was best known, however, by his ‘ Institutes of 
Justinian.” 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Frepextcx T. Aston, solicitor, of No. 61, Gresham House, Old 


| 
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Broad-street, London, has been 


appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in England for the Supreme Court of the Gold Coast Colony. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTi0n. 


Arcummatp Hansury, Wiut11am James Hurrow, and Roserr Astuvr 
Wurrtina, solicitors, 62, New Broad-street, London, E.0. (Hanbury, 
Hutton, & Whitting), so far as relates to the said William James Hutton. 
March 31. The b of the said firm will henceforth be carried on 
by the said Archibald Hanbury and Robert Arthur Whitting. 

(Gazette, August 3. 


GENERAL. 


The Omaha Bee, cited by the Albany Law Journal, reports that in San 
Francisco a sensitive husband is suing his wife for divorce because she 
bleached her hair. In his petition he says: ‘‘ Bleached or artificial 
coloured hair is easily distinguished as such, and does not appear natural, 
nor does it deceive any person, but it is B yy coe and noticeably 
conspicuous. It is regarded by the maj of t-thinking persons as 
an indication of a loose, dissolute, and wanton cert, and is regarded 
as and commonly held to be a practice never affected by modest, pure, 
and respectable women.’’ The husband claims that he is mortified and 
humiliated on account of the change in the colour of his wife’s hair. He 
: **She is a brunette naturally. Her hair is of a chestnut brown 
colour, which in its normal state is modest and becoming, and harmonizes 
with the natural colour of her skin and eyes. Since we married she has, 
against my wishes and protest, and with intent to vex, annoy, exasperate 
and shame me, dyed her hair and changed its shade to a conspicuous 
showy straw or canary colour. Asa consequence of this cial colour- 
ing she has been ob to t her face to secure an artificial com- 
—— in keeping with the colour of her hair. The combination 


given her a giddy, fast, and sporty appearance.’’ 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
eee BIRTHS. 
nso — ing. 8, the wife of Harry Edgar Smale, of Hurdsfield Cottage, Macclesfield, 
solicitor, of a son. 
a ee 3, at 15; Dealtry-road, Putney, 8.W., the wife of Sidney J. R. Stammers, 
Sroney. ‘Aug, 2, at Thornhill Park, Sunderland, the wife of Frederick George Storey, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Tatiack.—Aug, 6, at wood, Cavendish-road, Sutton, Surrey, the wife of Edwin 
Tallack, solicitor, of a son. . 
MARRIAGES. 


Hawxs—Srevens.—Aug. 2, at Oxford, John Anthony Hawke, barris‘er-at-law, of the 
Middle Temple, to Winitred Stevens, of Oxford. 
*s Cathedral, Dublin, Edwud de L. Litton, 
Gordon, of Dublin. 


DEATH. 


Lirroy—Gorpoy.—Aug. 2, at St. 
ister-at-law, to Kathleen 


Hussaxp.—July 4, at Beaconsfield, South Africa, William Palmer Husband, solicitor, 
eldest son of the late William Dalla Husband, F.R.C.8., J.P., D.L., of Clifton, Bristol, 
and formerly of York. 





Wanyine To tntewpine House Porcuassns & Lesezes.— Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the —: ae S examined by an (= 
Sanitary Engineering entilation 5 , ictoria , 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. -[ Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorsp m CHancery. 

Iupertat Property Investment Co, Lamrrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, 
J., dated July 25, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up be continued. Edwards 
& Son, solor for liquidator 

Insurance Pusiisuine Co, Linirsp—Creditors are req 
their d addresses, and 


on or before Sept 22, to send 
names an of their 
Taylor Carr, Monument House, 


or claims, to William R. 
square 


Wooprurr Keyixe Co, Liutrzp—Creditors are req on or before Sept 14, to 
eir names and addresses, and particulars of their or claims, to Frederick J 
Astbury, 34, Pall Mall, Manchester. Chew & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Brapvrorp Hesrew Hanv-in-Hanp Society, Bradford, York. July 21 
LiANERCHYMEDD Dauipicat Friexpiy Socisty, Llanerchymedd, Anglesea. 


B 


July 21 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Aug. 7. 
JOINT B8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep mx CHANCERY. 
Aome Cicarerre Macnine (Barrisn axp Corontat Patents), Lamrreo—Creditors are 
Teuie debts os chelman: to acters Mavesda, Oo, Diberaate ot Within. Pecken is, 
eir de or 
psgate st Within, solor for : ‘ 


Boyvatet, Limirep—Petn for up, presented Aug 3, directed to be heard on 
Wed y, Aug 15. Denton & Co, 15, Gray’s inn sq, solors for petner. N stice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


Aug 14 

Nationa Conservative Cius, Linrrep—Peta for winding ited A’ 
to be heard on Aug 15. G. 8. & H. Brandon, 15, Eesex A Abend, ecless tos 

Notice of appearing mest reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 


noon of Aug 14 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Layeproow Ivy Sick anp Buaiat Farexpty Socrery, 4, Great Homer st, Liverpool, 
y 


1, directed 
the after~ 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 

London Gazette.—Tvurspay, July 31. 


Fietpixe, Grorce. Junction rd, Holloway, Butcher Sept 15 
Percy v Fielding, Kekewich, J Upjohn, Furnival’s inn 


Gury, Jonx, Preston, Cycle Agent Sept1 Jones v Glen, Registrar, Preston 
Preston 


Biggerstaff v Fielding, and 
Aacroft, 


Tueosatp, Janes, Bedfords, Havering-atte-Bower, near Romford, Essex, MP Aug 31 
Cartwright v Russell, Kekewich, J Longbourne & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
way Rev Hexny, Wraysbury House, near Staines Aug 31 West v Young, Kekewich, 
Dumbleton, Chancery lane 


PT dows Janes, Great Crosby, Lancs 
Liverpool Wilson, Liverpool 


Sept1 Whittaker v Whittaker, Registrar, 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 3. 

Canter, Harry, Marlborough rd, Builder Oct 17 Fox vy Carter, Stirling, J Maxwell, 

Bishopsgate st Within 
London Gazette—Turspay, August 7. 

Bramiey, WitiiaM, Stainforth, York, Farmer Oct 13 Bramley v Glasier, Stirling, J 
Warburton, Manchester 

Hotwanp, Grorce Henny, Grove rd, Brixton, Army Clothing Contractor Oct 1 Hoggan v 
Jones, Kekewich, J Martin, King st, Cheapside 

Howarp, Witt1am, Ashton on Ribble, Preston, Brewer Sept 3 Mind v Howard, Regis- 
trar, Preston Oakey, Preston 

McFerrax, Witt1am, Manchester, Watchmaker Sept 11 Griffith vy McFerran, Registrar, 
Manchester Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Ramsay-L’Any, Evstace Georae, Stafford ter, Kensington Oct 1 Géillilian v Ramsay- 
L’ Any, Stirling, J Edwards & Son, Moorgate st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 27. 
Bauer, Apa Exizasetn, Boston, Lincs Sept 15 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
Bagrett, Witutam, Liverpool, Butcher Sept 15 Smith & Son, Liverpool 
Brytu, Atrrep Ersxest, South Hampstead Septil Bell, Covent grdn 
Bravery, Mary Ann Newson, South Shields Aug 31 Rennoldson, South Shields 
Byrxe, Paut Tuomas, Linch, Sussex SeptS Plews, Rood lane 
— Mary, Takely, Essex Sept18 Baker & Thorneycroft, Bishops Stort- 


Ginn, Mariox, Bow Aug 31 Freeman, Chancery lane 

Davis, Artaur Hitt, 8t Pancras Oct 1 Templeton & Cox, King’s Bench walk 
Dawesoy, Fanny, Margate Aug 31 Bannister & Reynolds, Basinghall st 
Epwarps, Estner, Kings Norton Aug 29 Rooke, Birmingham 

Ecvruinstoxe, Joux, Upper Tulse Hill Sept1 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Fooxs, Tuomas, Weymouth, Tailor Aug31 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Forsmay, Euity Syxes, Streatham Sept1 Roigers & Co, Walbrook 

Forester, Baron, Witley Park, Salop Sept 25 Potts & Potts, Broseley 

Gare, Wi111am, Lianvair Discold, Farmer Sept 10 Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon 
Haoer, Axy, South Shields Aug 31 Rennoldson, South Shields 

Haatvow, Wi.1am, Boston, Pork Butcher Sept 15 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
Hannzisox, Janz, Birtley Sept 1 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Kircuixe, Hesry, GtAyton Sept 1 Spry, Middlesborough 

Lenox, Oriver, Highbury Grange Aug 31 Drake & Co, Rood lane 

Luoyp, Carourss Faxny, Windsor Aug 31 Budd & Co, Bedford row 
Marcoscnis, Mary Any, Leamington Augi5 Large & Son, Leamington 


McCatt, Arcuipacp, Knightsbridge, Draper Sept 25 Haigh, Coleman st; Muir & Co, 
Watling st 
Morus, Viotet Lovisa, Bayswater Sept 29 Williams & James, Norfolk house 


Mummery, Bexsamin Crarx, Bournemouth, Gent Sept 1 Richardson & Sadler, 


NewrToy, | <= Gt James st Sept 1 Maskell, Bedford row 

Norros, Joszru, Boston, Rope Maker Aug 24 Snaith, Boston 

Nortox, Martua, Boston, Rope Maker Aug2i Snaith, Boston 

Panxen, Sir Hexry Watsox, Hampstead, Solicitor Sept1 Parker & Co, Cornhill 
Prestos, Jon, Salford, General Dealer Aug 25 Preston & Son, Manchester 

Repay, Ans, Bradford Augi Atkinson & Ward, Bradford 

Snort, Wittiamu Jonx, Ivybridge, Devon, Draughtsman O:2t1 Rovker & Co, Plymouth 


cea Emma Catuenine Mickxcenam, Somers Town Augii Arnold & Henry White, 
Gt Marlborough st 
Suitn, Joux Septi Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 


BovrHatt, Jonx, Pimlico, Coachbuilder Novi Dinn, Grésham bldgs 

Swasy, Rutu, Middlesbrough, Fish Dealer Aug 27 Lewis, Middlesbrough 

Taxxun, Many Ax, Twerton, Somerset Sept 29 Norris & Hancock, Devizes 

Tax.tox, Soruia Avousta, Hyde Park gdns Aug 31 Arnold & Henry White, Gt Marl- 
borou reet 


Tir.ey, Joux Jacxsox, Bridgnorth, Solicitor Aug 25 Pitt, Bridgnorth 
Wanzex, Wits, Macclestield, retired Twister Sept 10 Hand, Macclesfield 
Warrtze, Sanver, Leigh, Chemist Aug 28 Hope, Atherton 

Waiciey, Witi1au, Heywood Aug 31 Isherwood, Heywood 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, July 31. 


Asppey, Matzuew, Longsight, Manchester, Clerk Sept 1 Grundy & Co, Manchester 


Baxserr, Exviza Evrex, Hastings, Licensed Victualler Novi Jones & Glenister, Hastings 
Bazsscer, Ricnanv, Halesowen, Tube Works Manager Sept 14 Wright & Co, Oldbury 
Boaupuay, Isapgecra, 


Lower Broughton, Sept 25 McDonald, Manchester 





Caanease BS yp Lyons, Salford, Commercial ‘Traveller Aug 31 Dixon & Linnell, 
ne 


ester 
Cottixs, Gzorce Tomas, Russell sq Sept 25 Newton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 


Eapoy, Jouy, Sheffield Sept 29 Smith & Sons, Sheffield 
Evans, Levi, Tipton, Carpenter Aug 30 Amphlett Whitehouse, Dudley 


Fenwicke, Rev Gerarp Cuarces, Blaston Manor, Leicester Aug2! Douglass, Market 


Harboroug 
Fox, Georaz, Lichfield, Esq Sept 4 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 


Francis, Carrixaton, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law Aug 28 Marshall & Potter, Col- 


chester 
Git, Eomunp, Carshalton, Artist Aug 27 Reep & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle 


Guuvert, Tuomas Ricuarp, Dalston Sept 1 Myatt, Abchurch Janc 

Hatt, Anxsie, Bellingham Sept 26 Brown, Newcas‘le upon Tyn2 

Hamyett, Eowarp, Harpurhey, Gent Aug10 Holroyd, Oldham 

Harrison, Emma Mantoy, Chichester Sept30 Woodham Smith, New ion 
Harnisoy, Jane Suita, Bowdon Aug 25 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

Heaves, Hesry, Knightsbridge Sept 10 Mason & Soper, Chancery lane 
Jexxinsos, Bexsamin, Yeadon, Gent Augi13 Burwick & Co, Yeadon 

Kise, Canourve Georaixa, Bromptonsq Aug 30 Witham & Co», Gray's inn sq 
Lane, Jonx, Chelsea Aug 27 Taylor, Essex st 

Luss, Apravan, Halifax, Grocer Auz10 Furniss & Eastwool, Bradforl 
Macponatp, Joun Ferausos, Lambeth, Clerk in Holy Orders Oct 5 Toulmin & Co, 


Liverpool 
Menpes, Josern, Clanton, Gent Sept 10 Mason, Finsbury 


Merve, Axn pz, Ennismore grins, Hyde Park Sept 11 Shikespear, Bedford row 
Parrersoy, Jous, Otterburn, Farmer S2pt19 Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Pocxuixatox, Exiza Euetia Apevarve, Graft om st Aug 23 Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch 


avenue ; ‘ 
Rosixsos, Faaxces, Malvern 8S.pt 1 Tomlin & Son, Old Burlington st 


Roruera, Josern, Bradford, Engineer Augi1S Atkinson & Ward, Bradforl 
Savitur, Jaye, South Shields Sept1 Hannay, South Shields 
Srepmay, Matuew Rosenrt, Gressenhall, Esq Sept6 Watson & Digby, Fuk:m1am 


Tarttox, Sorura Avousta, Hyde pk grdns Aug 31 Arnold & Henry White, Great 


Marlborough st : 
Tuomrsox, Euna, New Brompton Sept1 Green-vood & Gzeenwood, Serjeants’ inn 


Topp, Ricnarp, Walton le Dale, Farmer Aug 25 Craven, Preston 


waar, Right Hon Duptey Coyrrs Baroy, Edington, Berwick Aug 30 Hunters 
& Haynes, New sq 
Wicxiysox, Cuarctes WittiAm, Monmouth, Gent Sept15 Duniel, Licester 


Wovops, Agruvr Witviam, Brighton, Solicitor Sept 1 Woods & Holmes, Brighton 


London Gazctle.—Fraivay, Aug 3. 
Bates, Ayxe Gascoyes, Kettering Sept1 Fishers, Essex st 
Biyru, Mania, Witham, Essex Aug 31 Ingle, Queen st 
Broapsent, Puasae, Wolverhampton Aug 20 Underhill & Thorneycroft, Wolverhampton 
Brown, Eouunp, Deal, Esq Sept xz Brown & Brown, Deal 
Carrer, WituiaM, Bradford, Gent Aug 31 Trewavas, Bradford 


Cooxe, Cuartes Eowaro Brunsxitt, Lincoln’s ina fields, Barriztcr at Law 
Petch & Smurthwaite, Bedford row 
Epwarps, Estuee, Kings Norton Aug 20 Rooke, Birminghim 


Gace, Rosert, Downham Market, Builder Sept 3 Mellor, Downham Market 
Goopwis, Racuet Aueusta, Norwich Sept 27 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

Green, Coryetivs, Whittington, retired Farmer Sept3 Mellor, Downham Market 
Hea.ey, Actrrep Timotay, Clapham, Draper SepS1 Bordman & Co, Southwark 
Hioatxs, Ricuarp, Westminster Sept 15 Mason & Co, Gresham st 

Hoisrs, Joux, Wakefield, Publican Sept 8 Edmondson, Wakefield 

Huenes, Huan, Lombard st, Exq Sept6 Marchant & Co, Lombard st 


Jounsoy, Sauven, Salford, Cotton Manufacturer Sept 20 Addleshiw & Warburton, 
Manchester 

Crark-Kennepy, ALEXanper Kexyepy, Blackheath, Major-General Oct1 Cullyer-Bris- 
tow & Co, Bedford row 

Lanorry, Euity Saran, Alverstoke, Hints Sept 1 Last & Son, Pall Mall East 


Lorp, Jouy, Chaceley, Worcester, Farmer Aug 31 Moores & Romney, Tewkesbury 
Macsern, Beatrrics, Everton Oct1 Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool 

Menves, Josern, Clapton, Gent Sept 10 Mason, Finsbury 

Mitier, Toomas Macaucay, Westbury on Trym, Esq Sept 29 Abbot & Co, Bristol 
Payne, Frepzrick Wittiam, Vauxhall Bridgerd, Waiter Sept 10 8 ,uires, Cambridge 
Perens, Hon Marcaret Ayn, Parkst Sept5 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sj] 

Paocrer, Axxiz, Boston Sept 2t Foster, Aldershot 

Ropaicves, Heyy, Piccadilly, Stationer Aug 31 Taylor, Old Burlington st 

Russevy, Lord Cuantes James Fox, Woburn Sept13 Wing & Du Cane, Gray’s inn 6 


Saurrer, Emma Carnanive Micxtenam, Somers Town Augli A &H White, Great 
Marlborough st f 
Sxarpoy, Sanau Magia, Plymouth Sept 29 Wilson & Lose, Plymouth 


Suita, Many, Woking Sept 1 Mossop, Woking 
Sarita, Tuomas Heyry, Berkeley sq, Surgeon Sept 10 Taylor & Co, Furnival’s inn 
Srepmax, Matuew Rosert, Gressenhall, Esq Sept6é Watson & Digby, Fakenham 


W —_~ Wituiam, 8t Thomas, Devon, Licensed Victualler Aug 31 Friend & Bea 
exeter 
Wexcu, Atraup, Colchester, Clothier Sept 5 White & Son, Colchester 


Witurams, Dvaiv, Lianfabon, Glam, Licensed Victualler Aug 30 
Cardiff 


Aug 41 


Leigh & Horley, 


Woo .tey, , Hes Tunton, Finch lane, Stockbroker Oct 30 Woolley, Gt Winchester st 
Waaae, Jous, Brighton, Gent Sept17 Wragg, Gt St Helens 
Yoxce, Axyna Susans, Plymouth &ept 10 Woollcombe & Son, Plymouth 
London. Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 7. 
Ansyott, Hesuietra, Southampton Sept8 Robins & Co, Southampton 
Asuwoertn, Witi1am Evays, Southport, Gent Sept 15 Hedgcock & Ducker, Manchester 


Thiers» 
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Banves, Gronor, Sunderland, Auctioneer Sept 2 Kidson & Co, Sunderland 

Bovcusr, James Grorcz Oct1 Palmer & Co, Trafalgar sq 

Cuamper.awe, Exizasern Frances, Gloucester Nov 30 Tarry & Co, Serjeants’ ira 
Cross, Gzoras, Leeds, Brewer Nov1 Emsley & Co, Leeds 

Davseyy, Henry Jones, Welwyn Sept 13 Fardell & Canning, Temple 

Dounxertey, Wit11aM, Timperley, Boot Dealer Sept 20 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 


Foy, Joun, Bexhill, Priest SeptS Knight, Hastings 


Haicu, Cuartes, Holmfirth, Druggist Aug17 Heap & Heeley, Holmfirth 
Hovason, Roszrt Paowne, Liverpool, Gent Sept 15 Dent, York 

Hotpex, Ayprew, Farnworth, Wheelwright Sept 1 Monks, Bolton 

Hoorer, Joun, Berkeley, Gloucester, Gent Sept 22 Vizard & Co, Dursley 
Hooton, James, Mobberley, Merchant Sept 15 Hedgeock & Ducker, Manchester 
Howanrp, Joun, Freemantle,Gent Sept15 Hedgcock & Ducker, Manchester 
Laxatey, Jony, Birkenhead, Farmer Sept 1 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Loaax, CaTuentne, Bavaria Sept15 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Low, Joun, South Hackney, Gent Sept15 Gardner, Leadenhall st 

wos, Josern Goupsurru, Melling, Lancs Sept 10 Snowball & Co, Liverpool 
Mansu, Tuomas, Thurlestone, Innkeeper Sept 11 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, July 27. 
ADJUDICATIGN ANNULLED. 


Tauyton, Witu1am, Wivelsfield, near Poa 2 
Sussex, Artist ‘Brighton Rec Ord March 14, —_ 
Adjud ‘June 6,1885 Annul July 20, Oia 


London Gasetie.—Faivar, Aug. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ayre, Howantn, Burnley, Joiner Burnley Pet July 31 
Ord July 31 


Batpocx, Frepsricxk Grorcz, Marchmont st, Wine Mer- 
chant High Court Pet July 81. Ord July 31 

Barks, Josern Samvuzt, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yar- 
mouth July 31_ Ord ay, - ea 

BLAKEMORE no Ly ~ iby 
Wolverhampton Ord Jul July 31 

Brooxs, Wren i oe ig A Tea Broker High 
Court Pet July13 Ord July 31 

Renna, 3 yer mae, eee, Shipowner Liver- 

ug 1 
eas + Auman >, Peckham, Ironmonger High Court Pet 
v5 

Brown, ‘ a ne, Harlesden, Grocer High Court Pet May 
re) uly 3: 

Brown, Tuomas, itxton, poate, Coachbuilder Southamp- 
ton Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 

Burizr, CHARLES BravronD, "Bath Restaurant Keeper 
Bath Pet July 17 Ord Aug 1 


Dantey, Cuanes, Sheffield, Baker Sheffield Pet July 
30 Ord July 30 


Dawes, Wit11amM Henry, and Cuartes WituiaM me, 
Dover, Builders Canterbury Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug1 
Fizrcuer, Jacos, Horwich, Coal Dealer Bolton Pet July 
17 Ord July 31 
Ganpyer, Cunistopuer, Carlisle, Clerk Carlisle Pet July 
Go re ow ey Upton pk, 
pDEN, WILLIAM JAMES Butcher Rochester 
Pet Jul Ord July 30 


GaeatTeex, biexer Bckien on Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet July 30 Ont July 30 

Gaurvirus, Joz., Porthcawl, Carpenter Cardiff Pet July 
2 Ord July 27 

Hinscurizip, Isapors, i Hull, Dentist 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 30 “Dra Jul 30 

Hopkinson, Apam, ton, China Dealer lton Pet 

ae han 

oskin, JOSIAH on t Maker Pi th Pet 

July 31 Ord July 3 ~~ eons 

Tt E, Norwich, Surveyor Norwich Pet July 10 

Hupsoy, tis Leeds, Cloth Full Leeds Pet Jul 
8 Ord July 30 ‘i if 

at Gave, South Bank, Baker Stockton on Tees Pet 

27 


uly 27 Ord Jul: 
Jemmos, Tuomas, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Aug 1 


ug 
Jonzs, Janet, and Jouyn Jones, Abererch, 
loc Pet July 28 Ord Jul 
Jveerns, Freprriox, and Joun James CoTouix + 
Ord July s ufacturers Northampton Pet July 31 


URN, Grorcr, Richmond, Yorks, Farmer Northaller- 
ton Pet July 31 Ord July 3 . 
NARD, Herpert, Castle Cam F Cambridge 
July OriJuly30 
iam, Groner, ne LM Grocer Shrewsbury Pet 
uly 28 Ord July 28 
ao Tuomas, Pistyll, Farmer Portmadoc Pet July 31 


July 31 
Lynas, Francis, Hamshestes, Fish Salesman Manchester 


Pet July 30 Ord July 
ALE, Bx duly at” Ross, "solicitor Hereford Pet July 31 
Masox, C Grat Getenaby, Schoolmaster High Court 
No Pet July'2 Ord A: 
RMAN, JOSEPH Wi, ‘armer Carlisle 
Ord July 31.” igen, Fi Pet July 31 














Owey, Ricnarp, Oswestry, Farm Bailiff Wrexham Pet 
July 28 Ord July 28 


Payer, Jouy om, os, Dealer in Horses High Court 
RB...  Wiecaan ey cord, Builder Brentford Pet 
July 90 Ord July 30 


Repina. Soni Mincing lane, Merchant High Court 
Pet June 11 Ord Aug 


Sanpens, W H, Bilston, Ironmaster Dudley Pet June 5 
Ord June 22 


Scorrer, Epwix, pemceioce on Tyne, Clerk Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Jul Ord July 30 
oo - ~ ym , Builder Leeds Pet July 28 Ord 


Sri, Evatr | Lapemens Puruirrs, Belgium High Court 
Pet Jul Ord July 30 

SwaLiow, A. Oldham, Grocer Oldham Pet July 31 
Ord July 31 

Swax, Tompson Danret, Great Yarmouth, Licensed 
Victualler Great Yarmouth Pet Augi Ord Aug 1 

Torretp, Kare M Sa Datchet, Widow Windsor 

Pet July5 Ord July 
Toume, 


. ILLIAM, and James "Pet Ang) Ord 4 nai, 


Tourver, Franx Morre.t, Heh 
Court Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Wartsor, Jonn a Dunston, Joiner 

w Tyne = Jul: Ord July 30 

TLcocK, Saran Soe come pateing House Keeper 

Manchester ‘Pet Aug i Ord A 


“a Tuomas, Bradford Bredtoni Pet July 30 Ord 


y 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Axenurst, Epwarp Tsomas, Livery stable 
Bank bldgs, 


Hastings 13 at 11 Tome & 
Awprews, Jonn Curistian, Braintree, Tailor Aug 10 at 
1.45 Horn Hotel, Braintree 


Banks, Josern Samust, Smackowner Aug 14 
at4 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


Beaman, THomas, offela Oobinat Maker Aug 10 at 3 
Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
BEnTLey, Anravn, ony Builder Aug 10 at ill 


ton ern, Merchant Aug 14 at 11 
Biapox, Witiam, Provision Dealer Aug 13 
Barwis, Jorn, Bunderlant, Boticiior Aug 10 at 11 Of 
REWIS, JOHN. 

Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland ~~ 
Browy, + awn Onan zs, Hastings, Licensed V) 

Aug 13 at 10.15 ‘Young & Son Bank bidgs, ee 
CLEVELAND, ALFRED no Brixten Avg 10 at 12 Bank- 
a oe ae Merchant 

‘Aue 3 thet 130 Exchange 


Daruey, Cuan.es, Sheffield, Baker Aug 10 at3.30 Off 
D. Jou», Haulier Aug l0at12 Off 
AVI 
“4 31, Alexandra rd, 


pave tee ‘OH tee, igh vt, Mertyr Tail Aug 
Oat 3 OF 
Rieke Fase Aug 10 at 12 


Off Merthyr Tydfil 
Hs, 06,8 ford rom, Plumber Aug 10 at 12 


Po Ww A Coal Dealer Aug 14 at 11 
Goppgw, Wiii1aM James, U; Park, Butcher Aug 13 at 
Go a ae Sein ag Aug 13 at 12 
Y, 
DFRE ug 
Goopmay, Se paar, Jacon, Acton & Acton, “Salesman Aug 10 at 12.30 
Green, eae Grocer’s Assistant Aug 10 


at 12.30 
Gaezyianp, Henry, » Gestion, Grocer Aug 13 at 10.20 


Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hastings 


Bernstein, — 





Marti, Many, Tranmere Sept1 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 

Myrrton, Hanntet, Shipton Hall, Salop SeptS Cooper & Haslewood, Bridgnorth 
Naywor, Txomas, Bolton, Innkeeper Sept 5 Challinor, Manchester 

Neawn, Cuan.es, Copton Preston, Kent, Gent Sept 15 Tassell & Son, Faversham 
Pavut, Wrii14m Parpeavx, Liverpool, Solicitor Sept 29 Smith, Birmingham 
Perry, Jaye, Harton Sept 15 Moore & Armstrong, South Shields 

Punto, Cxances Coorza, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Esq Sept 8 Cooper & Hadoweod, 
Reep, Cueistorner, Humshaugh, Yeoman Sept 24 Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Scuorretp, Manta, Stalybridge Aug 31 Buckley & Miller, Stalybridge 
Scorr, Joux, Leeds, Gent Novi Emsley & Co, Leeds 

Sitsox, Marta, Bournemouth Sept 15 Marchant & Co, Lonibard st 

Surrx, Jos, Anstey, Wheelwright Sept 8 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 

Texrspa.e, Sir CuntstorHer Caartzs, South Bersted Sept 29 Raper & Co, Chichester 
Waaaen, Atraep, Sydney, New South Wales Dec 31 Greening, Fenchurch st 
Wius0x, Gzorex, Hackney, Undertaker Sept 18 Barrett, Bedford row 

Waanrrton, Avice, Chesterfield Sept 29 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 

Yates, Eoxunp Hopeson, Covent grin, Esq Sept8 Lewis & Lewis, Holborn 


Gay, 3 Joux, Witton le Wear, Horse Dealer Aug 10 at 3 


Vi Hotel, Bishop 
Generg or Aut tors Hast Aug 13at12 Young 
Hats, Geones, Gt Yarmouth, Keeper Aug 14 








§ ene Norwich 
Si wore 


Jeweller Aug 10 at 1 Off Reo, 


in ati? Of Bi 
wae Ane Ht 0618 C 


Porter, Harry, 


‘Aug 10 at "Sane Re hye 
The following notices are substituted for those 








mt Ty eee 
one aang Bees, Atte 
"s 
Surru, Perse, Sale, der Augl0at 3 Ogden’s chmbs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 
Sctowmns copepod netins 
The iblished the London Gasette of the Sist July :— 
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Batvock, Frepericx Grorcz, Marchmont st, Wine Mer- 
chant High Court Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Baws, Josern Samuvet, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Bextizy, Antuur, Nunhead, Builder High Court Pet 
July 10 Ord July 31 

Seow! Tnomas, Exton, Hants, Coachbuilder Southamp- 
ton Pet Angi Ord Augi 

—-, Wiuiam, Ryde, Clerk Ryde Pet May 31 Ord 


ean ~ Rochdale, General Dealer Rochdale Pet 
July 7 Ord July 31 


Cae Ararp Aryotp, Brixton High Court Pet 


July 3 Ord July 31 
heim he ~ a m Trent, R43 Manufacturer 
may to Trent July 18 7% 
Danner, Cuancrs, Bhefticla. Baker Bhetiel Pet July 30 
30 


Dawes, W11i11am Henry, and Cnartes Wiiiiam Dawes, 
er, Builders Canterbury Pet July 31 Ord Aug1 

Garpyer, Seeeeeman, Carlisle, Clerk Carlisle Pet July 
80 Ord July 30 

Goppen, Wiiuiam James, Upton Park, Grocer Rochester 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Greatrex, Henry, Stockton on >, ® Furnaceman 

on Tees Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Gairrirus, a Porthcawl, Glam, Carpenter Cardiff 

Pet id Ord July 27 . 

Haatizy, Perer Penpiesury, Crewe, Car Proprietor 
Nantwich Pet July3 Ord July 31 

Hinvs, Repecca oh Lowestoft High Court Pet 
June1s Ord July 31 

Hinscurigip, Isapore, Kingston upon Hull, a 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 30 Ord July 

Hoskin, Jostan, Stoke late Shoe Maker Plymouth 

July 30° Ord July 

Hupsoy, Bensamiy, Leoth, ‘Cloth Fuller Leeds Pet July 30 

Ord July 30 


JENNINGS, 5 Anal Blackheath, Confectioner Windsor Pet 
July 10° Ord July 31 
Jounson, Tuomas, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Augi Ord 


Aug i 

Kay, am. South Bank, Yorks, Baker Stockton on Tees 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Ki.svury, Groner, Richmond, wate, Farmer Northaller- 
ton PetJuly 31 Ord July 31 

—_ za Grorar, a, Senay, Grocer Shrewsbury Pet 

July 28 
Sauna 5 nny — Camps, Farmer 


Ret yak ae Cambridge 
Loner Portmadoc Pet July 31 


ly 28 

Luoyvp, Tuomas, Pistyll, 
Ord July 31 

Lywas, ry Manchester, Fish Salesman Manchester 
Pet Jul Ord July 30 

Normay, ll Wigton, Cumbrid, Farmer Carlisle Pet 
July 31 Ord July 3 

Owen, Ricnarp, Onwestry, Farm Bailiff Wrexham Pet 
July 2 Ord J ay 38 

Parker, ae rentford, Builder Brentford Pet 

uly 30 

Rostyson, Wietsas ll Salford, Coal Merchant Sal- 

ford Pet A Ord July 28 

Scort, Francis Wan LIAM, Getentane, Builder High Court 
Pet June 30 Ord July 31 

Scortrr, Epwix, Newcastle on Tyne, 5 < "7h Clerk 
Newcastle on e Pet July 30 Ord July 

ts = Ricwaxp, Ilkley, Builder Leeds Pet 5 +4 28 Ord 

y 3 


~—— Oldham, Grocer Oldham Pet July 30 
31 


Sway, eeees Dantet, Great Yarmouth, Licensed 
Victualler Great Yarmouth Pet Aug 1 Ord Augi 
Towers, Wriuiam, and James Dopsoy, Nottingham, 
Y Makers Nottingham Pet Aug 1 Ord 


1 
Waxece, Joux Wiis, Dunston, eee Newcastle on 
senha het Ord July 30 
Way, Ricuarp Temr.e, St Helens, I W, Miller Ryde 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 
bere EORGE PAvt, Macclesfield Lieutenant Maccles- 
d PetJune19 Ord July 3 
Wievcx Saran, Peel Causeway, Lodging house Keeper 
Pet Au Ord A 
Woop, Tuomas, Bradfo: 1 Bredfont Pet July 30 Ord 
July 30 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Agogon, Hewry Weston, Barton on Humber, Brick Manu- 
facturer Gt Grimsby Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Bormuan, a. Middlewich, Butcher Nantwich Pet 
ae WPianeams, Si 
Boors, + Ot hess effield, Cabinet Maker Sheffield Pet 
Bower Hn. So dell Walsal), Harness Manufacturer 
Walsall Pet July 13 Ord July 30 
Cumpensincy, Tomas, and Jonny Cumsrrsircn, Rochdale, 
Wheelwrights Rochdale Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Exy, Mary Emma, and Lizzie Ann Exy, Gt Grimsby, td 
‘Wool Dealers Gt Grimsby Pet Aug 1 Ord Augi 
Esxox, Avotrn, Rupert st High Court Pet July19 Ord 
8 


Neath Pet 


Pa Joux Bamyorp, Aberavon, Draper 
Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Fiara, — Erasuus, Rawfolds, Yorks, Grocer 
1 


Dews- 
Aug 1 

Fisn no1s Wiiu1am, Barrow in Furness Ulverstone 
Pet Aug? Ord Aug 2 

Gur, Exvizapets Janz Tate, Leytonstone, School Proprietor 
Chelmsford Pet Augi’ Ord Aug 1 

Goxssens, Myenz, Walthamstow, Hat at Maker High Court 
Pet July 16 Ord Aug3 

Morais, Grirvirx Mownracur, Canonbury High Court 
Pet Junei2 Ord Aug i 

Noagrugy, Exmanvet Avaustus, Plymouth, Auctioneer 


Mee eet High 

ener Hig 

"Cont Aug2 Ord 

Pappsx, Eaxest James, Fruit Merchant Cardiff 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 


Procter, Jounx Sune, —" Fruit Salesman 
Sheffield Pet —y, AM. 

Roserts, Exizaser Mn row, Widow High Court 
Pet June 25 ord Aug 1 

Rovavuette, Pumir Jonny Graccuus, Whitechapel, Metal 
Founder High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Suirrzy, Arruur, King st, Electrical Engineer High 
Court Pet May 2 pong 

Snort, Epwin Devi, Leyton, Stick Dresser High Court 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Surrn, James, Lewes, Greengrocer Lewes Pet Aug 3 

a... La Lightcliff pe, OS ae 

mitH, Cuaries Henry, Lightcli: - or’ i 
Bradford Pet Aug 3 Ord A 

So.onon, J, Covent Grdn, Fruit , i* High Court Pet 

West Bridgford, Warehouseman 


July 11 Ord Aug 2 
Tayior, Freperick, 
Ord Aug 1 
Horse Dealer High 


Nottingham Pet July 20 
Whitt, Tomas, Farringdon * 
Court Pet July 10 Ord Au 
Wituiams, Epira, and Acxrs ny Swansea, Hosier 
Swansea Pet Augil Ord Aug 

Wituramsoyx, Tuomas, + ne a 
Pet July 21 Ord Au 

Woopcock, Grorer, Bec ford, Licensed Victualler Bed- 
ford Pet July 11 Ord Aug 1 

Wry, Jouy, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller Cardiff Pet 
Augi Ord Augl 


King’s Lynn 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AppLeyArRD, Josepn Tuomas, Harborne, Accountant Clerk 
Aug 15 at11 23, Colmore row, a 

Astox, Tuomas Ricuarp, and Taomas Epwarp Aston, 
Birmingham, Rule Manufacturers Aug 16 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Ba.pock, Freperick Gzorer, Marchmont 2° bation | Mer- 
chant Aug 14 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Care 

Bayes, James, Kettering, Veterin: Surgeon i 15 at 
12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Brooks, Witt1AmM Hatrorp, Camberwell ar Tea Broker 
Aug 16 at 11 ae gs bldgs, Carey st 

Brown, Atrrep, Peckham, Ironmonger Aug 15 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Browy, Taomas, Exton, Hants, Coachbuilder Aug 15 at 
12 ' Off Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 

Butter, Cuartes Starrorp, Bath, Restaurant ~yg 
Aug 1 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chambers, Corn st, 

ristol 

Cuapman, Joun Ropert, Fulham wt < Corn Dealer Aug 16 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs. en Oe B 

Cuirrers, Jos, Newlyn Paul Buyer Aug 14 at 10 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Dawson, Josep H, Bradford, Wool Dealer Aug 15 at 11 
Off Ree 31, Manor row, Bradford 

EaR.Le, STANLEY Grorce, Landport, Decorator Aug 14 
at 3 a Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 
mout! 

GATENBY, jam, Middlesborough, Beer Retailer Aug 15 

at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert road, Middlesborough 

Guppy, Epwarp JENKiNs, Frome, Innk r Aug 15 at 12 

Cc 


ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristo! 

Hears, Tuomas, Old Jewry, Auctioneer Aug 15 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hosxtx, Josian, Devonport, Bootmaker Augi5at11 10, 
Atheneum terrace, Plymouth 

Hupsoy, Bensamin, Leeds, Cloth Fuller Aug i5at11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Ivory, Tames H, Adelphi Aug 16 at 11 Bankruptcy 

ldgs, Carey St 

Jacops, Atrrep Asner, Southend, Clothier Aug 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

JENNINGS, Joux, Lee, Kent, Confectioner Aug 15 at 12 
Chequers Hotel Uxbridge 

Jouyeon, THomas, Derby, Builder Aug l15at12 Off Rec, 

James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Joyxes Bros, Newport, Shipowners Au mg. 15 at 3 Off Rec, 
Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 

Leecn, Gzorce, Shrewsbury, Grocer Sept 4 at 11 Off 

, Shrewsbury 

Marsuatt, Waissm Willesden Green, Rpt Dee Aug 
15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy a Carey 

Moore, Oscar, Stock Stuck beskcer Aug 16 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Price, eo Garnant, Butcher Aug 14at 12.15 Off 

1, Quay st, C. 
Raps, re bng jun, Landport, “Butcher Aug 14 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge J unction, High st, Portsmouth 
Saunpers, Henry Banyarp, Liverpool, Company Director 
Aug 15 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria at, Liverpool 

Woop, Tuomas, Bradford, Worsted Co Manufacturer 
Aug 16 at 12 Off Rec, 31, eet cow, radford 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bateman, Rosert, Middlewich, Butcher Nantwich and 
Crewe Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Borrey, Wiii1aAm Henny, and Witt1am Heyry Borrey, 
the younger, Wandsworth, er Proprietors 
Wandsworth’ Pet May 10 Ord J 

Boorn, W1i.14m, Sheffield, Cabinet Make Sheffield Pet 
Aug 8 Ord Aug 3 

Ciark, Jonny, Ly or Solicitor Wolverhampton Pet 
May 2 Ord A 

CotLaRrD, CL woe” Warns, Bristol, Butcher Bristol 
Pet July 23 Ord Aug 3 

Coapoy, Jonny Mownraaue, Chelsea, Gent High Court 
Pet June 12 Ord hm fe 

Crasrrez, Epwin, Blackpool, Cotton Waste Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June 29 Ord Aug3 

Cumpersizcu, Tuomas, and Jonn Cumpersinca, Rochdale, 


Wheelw: rights Rochdale Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Deas, Tomas, Bilston, Baker Wolverhampton Pet 
July 25 Ord Aug 2 

Dicxrsson, Witi1am, Kingsland, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet June 15 Ord Aug 1 

Evy, Mary Emma, and Lizziz Ann Exry, Great Grimsby, 
Fancy Wool Dealers Great Grimsby’ Pet Augl Ord 


Fisu, , Wituram, Barrow in Furness Ulverston 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 














Fietcuer, Jacos, Horwich, Coal Dealer Bolton Pet July 
17 Ord Augl 
, School Pro. 


Giusy, cag = 4 Jane Tarte, Leytonston 
prieto: elmsford Pet July 30 Ord ‘hug 1 

Hey, Paasx, Ouiver Courtney, Hey, and James Frepgnice | 
lis, Keighle og aca Spinners Bradford Pet 

Siena _—? Balton, China Dealer Bolton Pet 
July 10 Ord Aug 1 

Kine, Atrrep Eryest Epwarp, Bournemouth, Genera] 
Dealer Poole Pet July 27 Ord Aug3 

a y Jous, Helm ik, Farmer Ulverston Pet 


uly 19 Ord Aug 2 

Nye, Cuaries, Ham p Market Gardener High 
Court Pet Aug 2 

Passes, Bnsnst Janes, Cari, Fruit Merchant Cardigg 

2 Ord Aug 2 

Proc nt OHN Bux tox, Oy rw Fruit Salesman © 

. — ~ my ans? ; 

HoRT, Epwin Det rion, Stick Dresser High Court © 
Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 4 


Simpson, OswA.p, and _ allies Stems Russe, 


Cotton Spinners Prestun Pet July 12 Ord Aug3 ; 
Sairn, Cuarves Henry, Lightcliffe, Yorks, Mill Menage 
3 ; 


Bradford Pet July 25 Ord A d 
Saitn, James, Lewes, Greengrocer Lewes Pet Aug @ > 
Ord Aug 3 b 
Stitt, Evatt Layauarne Putzpps, amen. Corm 
High Court Pet July 23 Ord Aug 2 
Taxvor, James, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet July ¥ 
ug 2 


Ord A 
TuRveER, a Morret1, yoy End, Vocalist mel 
Court Pet July 31 Ord Aug 
Wi.urams, Epirn, and Acres Wiss, Swansea, Hosiers — 
We Suansee, Fes 4 edtord. Lice, ned V 
oopcock, GEORGE ‘01 ice! Victualler Bedfort” 
Pet July 11 Ord Aug 1 
Wvrwn, Joun, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller Cardiff Pet 
Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
DISMISSING PETITION. 


wv High Court Gort Hie O bis Seen gate, se) 
Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which im / 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Po 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
6s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, | 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound: 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf 
5s. 6d. 
Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 
All letters intended for publication in 
‘‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenti 


by the name of the writer. 











EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASP — 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Parson the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
dicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, | 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, To 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gow 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 4 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1894. 


i. FAREBROTHER, A 
& CO. beg to announce that the fo 
days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 
ote held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near 
Bank of England, E.C. : 
Wed., Aug. 15 Thurs., Sept. 27 
Thurs. Aug. 30 
Thurs., Sept. 13 





Thurs., Nov, 
Thurs., Nov, 
Tues., 4 
Thurs., D 
Other egueiiname for immediate Sales will alag 
arrang 
Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish im 
advertisement columns of “The Times” every 8 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by Auction. 
also issue from time to time scheduies of properties to 
or sold, com: aprising landed and residential estates, fi 
freehold an old houses, City offices and ho 
ynd-rents, and + seep on generally, which will: 
forwa arded free of charge oi *p n.—No. 29, 
Temple-bar, and 18, Old road-street, E.C, 
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